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Resolved, That a Select Committee be appointed to inquire into the operation of the 
Acts of Parliament relating to the Bridge over the Foyle at Derry, and into the application 
of the Tonnage Dues levied by the Corporation of Deny, and by the Ballast Office Com- 
mittee, under those Acts; and to Report whether any and what Alterations are necessary 
therein : 

And a Committee is appointed of 

Mr. Jones. 

Sir Robert Bateson. 

Mr. Lennard. 

Mr. Alderman Wood. 

Mr. Emerson Tennent. 

Mr. O’Connell. 

Mr. Jephson. 

Mr. Waring Maxwell. 

Mr. Alderman Copeland. 

Colonel Stawell. 

Mr. Alderman Thompson. 

Ordered, That the Committee have power to send for Persons, Papers and Records. 

Ordered, That Five be the Quorum of the Committee. 



Sir Robert Ferguson. 

Mr. Rice. 

Colonel Conolly. 

Sir Edmond Hayes. 

Lord Viscount Forbes. 

Sir John Byng. 

Lord Viscount Duncannon, 
Mr. Labouchere. 

Sir Andrew Agnew. 

Mr. Corry. 



Veneris, 19° die Julii. 

Ordered, That the Committee have power to report the Minutes of the Evidence taken 
before them. 



THE REPORT - - 
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R E P O R T. 



THE SELECT COMMITTEE appointed to inquire into the operation 
of the Acts of Parliament relating to the Bridge over the 
Foyle at Derry, and into the application of the Tonnage Dues 
levied by the Corporation of Derry, and by the Ballast Office 
Committee, under those Acts; and to report whether any, and 
what alterations are necessary therein, and who were empowered 
to report the Minutes of the Evidence taken before them : — 
Have considered the Matters to them referred, and have agreed 
to the following REPORT : 



T 



HE Acts which relate to the Bridge, are the 

30 Geo. III. c. 31. ]-Acts of the Irish Parliament. 
40 Geo. III. c. 41. J 

54 Geo. III. c. 230. ^Imperial Parliament, Local. 

2 & 3 Will. IV. c. 207. J r 



The Communication between the City and County of Londonderry, was 
formerly maintained by a Ferry. 

In 1789, the Corporation of Derry were lessees of this Ferry, for an 
unexpired term of 30 years, under the Irish Society, at an annual rent of 
£. 20, and it was by thepi sub-let to a tenant at a rent of £. 300. 

In this year the Corporation memorialed the Irish Society, setting forth, 
that from the fullest conviction of the general utility which a Bridge must 
produce, not only to the Society's City of Derry, but to the county at large, 
the Common Council have determined to effect a wooden Bridge ; that 
the Corporation have adopted this plan from its comparative cheapness, 
and request the concurrence of the Society ; but that as the Corporation 
must borrow the money for the good purposes of the erection, they cannot 
finally conclude the matter until their Honours enable them, by giving 
them a lease, renewable for ever, of the right to erect such Bridge, and 
appropriating the Toll to their own use, subject to the re-occupation of 
their Honours, and their successors, whenever they cease to keep a Bridge 
over the River at the Ferry, for public use, m lieu and instead of the con- 
veyance across the River by boats, and in this respect they have not their 
Honours’ acquiescence, having experienced in former applications for this 
purpose the disposition of the Irish Society to aid the Public m an object 
which must prove so generally advantageous. 

To this Memorial the Society answered, that being merely Trustees, they 
could not, consistently with their duty, venture to recommend the absolute 
relinquishment of the present benefits arising from their right to the I oil of 
the Ferry over the Foyle ; but that in order to give the Corporation of 
Londonderry an unquestionable proof ,of the inclination of the Society to 
promote and encourage, to the utmost of their power, the increasing trade 
of the said City, they were willing to forego all future expectant advantages 
which would probably arise to them on the expiration of the present lease 
of the Ferry, by granting a lease thereof in perpetuity, to the said Cor- 
po ration at the present reserved rent, such rent to be secured on the lolls 
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of said Bridge, when erected ; and such lease in perpetuity to cease if the 
Bridge be not kept in good and sufficient repair by said Corporation. 

The Corporation return their most grateful acknowledgments for this 
fresh instance of the attention and generosity of the Society to the City ot 
Derry, in granting the prayer of their Memorial, and thereby enabling 
them to conduct a work which will be so highly beneficial to the City and 
County. 

No lease has been executed, and the Corporation hold by virtue of this 



agreement. 

In 1790. the Corporation petitioned Parliament, and obtained the Act 
30 Geo. 3. c. 31, setting forth in the Preamble, that “ there is no commu- 
nication from the City into the County of Londonderry, and country 
adjoining, except by a Ferry over the River Lough Foyle, which is wide 
and very inconvenient for the conveyance of Passengers, their goods, 
cattle and carriages; and that the building a Bridge over the said River 
will tend to increase the trade ot the said City, will promote agriculture, 
and be of general utility.” 

It enacts, that the Mayor, Alderman and Burgesses (the Corporation) 
shall be Commissioners, with power to design and erect a wooden Bridge. 



It grants Tolls for the passage of the Bridge, vests the money arising 
therefrom in the Corporation, and enacts that the same and every part, 
thereof shall be applied and assigned to and for the. several uses, intents 
and purposes, and in such manner as thereinafter directed. 



The Act authorizes the Corporation to advance or borrow money for the 
Sec. 15 17. erection of the Bridge, and other purposes of the Act; and provides “ that 
the persons so lending on the credit of said Tolls, shall not be answerable 
for the application or non-application of monies so lent.” 

Sec. 20, 23, 24, 25, The purposes referred to, are “lighting, watching, maintaining and 
26,28,29. supporting the Bridge, expenses of collecting Toll, removing Buildings, 
purchasing interests, making approaches, and payment of 20/. annually to 
the Irish Society.” 

Sec. 22. The Corporation to have the power from time to time of reducing the 

Tolls. 



The 23d sec. enacts, “ That from and after the monies which shall have 
been advanced or borrowed on credit of said Tolls, and the costs, charges 
and expenses hereby chargeable and charged on said Tolls, shall be fully 
paid and satisfied, and the costs and expenses attending the keeping up, 
supporting, maintaining and lighting and watching said Bridge, and the 
expenses of collecting such Toll, then the surplus or residue to arise there- 
from, shall be paid into the Chamberlain of said City, for the use of the 
said Corporation, to be applied in the same manner as other estates and 
property of the Corporation, for the use and improvement of said City and 
suburbs.” 



From the Memorial presented by the Corporation to the Irish Society, 
the answer thereto, and the Act above quoted, it is evident that it was the 
intention of these Bodies and the Legislature, that the proposed Bridge 
should be erected for the public benefit; any claim therefore which the. 
Corporation, or its Creditors may have upon the Bridge, arises entirey 
from the concluding part of the 23d section, and by it the Corporation aie 
not warranted in appropriating any. of the money arising from the 1 oils, 
until a surplus shall arise after all the debts are liquidated, and the yearly 
charges provided for. 

0 ^ Under 
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Under this Act of Parliament a wooden Bridge was erected, at an 
expense of £. 16,594 Irish currency ; the Corporation did not advance any 
portion of this sum, it was all borrowed on the credit of the Tolls, and so 
far as Your Committee have been enabled to ascertain, no part ot it has 
been repaid. 

In the year 1800, the 40 Geo. S. c. 41, was also passed at the solicita- 
tion of the Corporation; it recites, that the annua amount of the Toll 
levied under the 30 Geo. 3. c. Ill, has been found insufficient for the 
purposes of that Act, it grants increase of lolls in some instances, and 
assigns the produce to and for the several intents uses and purposes, and 
“Teh manner as is directed by the 30 Geo. 3. c. Ill, with respect to 
the Tolls therein mentioned. 

Bv these Acts the Bridge ought to have been managed for a period of 
24 years ending in 1814, in which year one of those accidents occuned 
to which a temporary structure of this land is liable. 

The Bridge was carried away by ice and floods m the early part of That 
year, and the Corporation, on Petition, obtained the Act o4 Geo. 3. c. 230. 

This Act in the preamble recites, that the Corporation have already 
incurred a debt of P £.60,000 for defraying the expense of building the 
said Bridge and keeping the same in repair, and of constructing Quays, 
Wharfs and other Public® Works for the purposes of Trade and Co mnrnrce 
in the said City, which sums are now secured by Bonds of the Mid l Co 

Ap T*.f .1,1 .awn*. 

rents and profits of the Estates of said Corporation. 

Tr authorizes the Corporation to borrow on Debenture any sum or sums 

Estates of the Corporation. 

It empowers the Lord Q 0 rp O ratbn ^f Londmide.Ty, for the 

^6. 15,°°0, InA 1 id P that the Money so advanced 

Zfbe repaid by mlUts w&in 20 years, the first instalment to be 
repaid January 1, 1817* n n . , 

•ori Toll* rives authority to alter and reduce them, and 

It grants increase « ,J ^ and J irecto that the produce ot these 

ToS he applied and disposed^ ffi and for the several us. as.is 

virtue Of srid recited Acts, or either ofthenn 
It also enacts “ That in con^eration ^-ddiripnal " ' tl 
granled, the said Corpoi ation s 1 to maintain and support a proper 

required at all times for ever hereafter t '“ a ' n TX S aid P City, and ihe 
and substantial Bridge «m» “ ^ hereby directed and required to set 

said Corporation shall, and t, y Y the sum of One thousand 

Pounds at least for that puipos . ^ IrelalMlj an d the Interest arising 

invested in any of the Pub , added to the principal, until the 

therefrom shall be once a yea r o »dde , um U Thirty thousand 

Money thus accumulated shah _ amou i t ^ ^ Cm . poratlo „. in 

Pounds, which shall and may frFsucli manner as they shall think 

repairing or rebuilding “n cJ any Bridge 

proper, and to no other use oi pu p ^ to 
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to be built over the said River shall be carried away or rendered impass- 
able by ice or floods, or any other accident, the Tolls hereby made 
payable for passing over the said Bridge shall be paid for passing over any 
Ferry to be used in lieu thereof, and the Money arising therefrom shall 
be invested and applied in like manner as the annual sum of One thousand 
Pounds hereinbefore mentioned, but shall not be deemed or taken as part 
of the, said sum of Thirty thousand Pounds. 

No Money was borrowed on Debenture under this Act. 

Fifteen Thousand Pounds, Irish currency, was advanced by Government, 
which together with the sum of £. 3,208 paid out of the Tolls, enabled the 
Corporation to effect the repairs of the Bridge. 

Had the directions of the Act been attended to by the Corporation, 
£.1,000 ought to have been funded in 1816, and a similar sum in every 
succeeding year, and the accumulated fund, January 1833, ought to have 
amounted to £.23,672 at four per cent. Five hundred Pounds was funded 
in February 1830, and is the only sum available for the purposes men- 
tioned. in the 6 sec. of the Act. 

The 1st Instalment to the Crown became due 1 January 1817- The 
Corporation failed in paying it, and in 1831 no part of the sum of 
£.15,000, Irish currency, (lent by the Crown in 1814) having been 
repaid, the Treasury consented, if the approbation of Parliament could 
be obtained, to accept the said sum - - British, £. 13,846 3 1 

Together with the Interest on the instalments then due 2,492 6 2 

Making the Bridge liable to a debt of - £. 16,388 9 3 
payable in twenty years, by equal instalments of £.816. 18. 5. 

A sequestration which had been obtained by the Crown, of the Tolls of 
the Bridge, was continued in full force in order to secure the repayment 
of these instalments. 

This arrangement was confirmed by the 2 & 3 Will. 4. c. 107, under 
which two instalments have been paid, amounting in all to £. 1,633. 16. 10. 

The highest rate of Tolls granted by the Act continued to be levied 
until 1824, at which time a reduction equal to one-half was made on carts 
carrying grain, potatoes and turf; and in 1832 the Tolls were reduced 
nearly to the Schedule of 1800. 

The extreme im policy of this high Toll is apparent. The Tolls were by 
the Act of 1814 raised from 33 to 50 .per cent, in most instances above 
those previously levied, yet they did not produce on an average of three 
years an increase of about £.500 or about 15^- per cent., and though the 
reduction in 1832 was nearly in the same proportion, the receipts on a 
comparison of two years previous, and subsequent to 1831, will be 
deficient £.200 a year, or not quite five per cent. 

An Account has been returned by the Corporation, by which the Bridge 
is stated to be in debt on the 1st January 1814, £.31,489. 

Your Committee, however, observe in this Account, a charge “ Loss by 
Ferry, of £.650 yearly, and this charge the Chamberlain says does not 
appear in the books of the Corporation, “ it was not made in Mr. Curry’s, 
(a former Chamberlain) Accounts,” “ nor has he inserted it in his Ac- 
counts, “ it is now made for the first time.” 

The 30 Geo. 3. does -not sanction this charge ; it does sanction the pay- 
ment of £.20 yearly to the Irish Society, but it gives the Corporation no 
righ t whatever to appropriate any of the Money arising from the Toll of 

the 
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ON ACTS RELATING TO DERRY BRIDGE. 7 

the Bridge until a surplus shall arise after payment of Money borrowed, 
and after providing for the annual charges. 

On the part of the Corporation it has been urged, that had the Ferry 
been in the bands of those who were not also the Proprietors of the Bridge, 
the owners would have been entitled to remuneration in the same manner 
as others whose property was taken for the purposes of the Act. 

The Corporation stated in their Petition in 1800, that they had expected 
“ the Tolls would allow them the same revenue they had from the Ferry. 

The Act of 1790, by which the Bridge was governed at that period, does 
not justify this claim, neither is there any recognition of it in the 40 Lreo. 3. 

Your Committee are of opinion that this charge of £. 630 a year, is 
wholly inadmissible; and striking it out of the account as furnished by the 
Corporationtheniselves.it appears that on the 1st January 1814, so tar 
from the Bridge being in debt £. 31,489, the Corporation had received a 
net sum out of the Tolls, which, after the payment of the annual charges 
would, if duly applied according to the Act of Parliament, have enab ed 
them to have paid off £.14,619 of the original debt leavuig the Bridge 
therefore at that period only subject to a debt of X. 1,J74. 

The Account which has been before referred to, closes on the 2d Ja- 
nuary 1833, and makes the Bridge in debt to the Corporation at that 
period, £.'18,066. 8.; omitting the charge of £. 6o0 yearly loss by- 
Ferry,” but adhering to the mode of charging interest adopted by the 
Corporation, it appears that the Bridge instead of. being £. 18,066 in debt, 
ought to have to its credit £. 76,163. 

Your Committee have directed an Account, which will be found in the 
Appendix, No. 5, to be made out up to January last upon a principle stiff 
more favourable to the Corporation ; that is, giving them credit tor interest 
so long as the balance is in their favour, but not charging interest when the 
balance is against them ; by this it appears that had the Acts of Parlia- 
ment been Strictly complied with, the cost of erect lon and subsequent 
rharves should have been discharged with interest, ±.23,033 tunaea, 

£ if 769 repaid to the Crown, while there would have remained in the under s«. 6. 

2 January 1833, a balance of £ 22 113 ; and 
in the year 1 836, presuming that no accident happens to the Bridge.-that 

dlCement’s P continue S a, the present amount, the Bridge won d be „„d„ Sec*, 
free of. debt; andthe Tolls being levied according ;to the Sehedule of 1790, 
would probably produce a clear income of £. 2,400, and t ' 

be in reserve a fund of £.30,000 Irish, equal to £. 27,962 British, appff 
cable to bunding a new Bridge, or repairing the old one. 

Your Committee, however, regret to state, that 
the Bridge was undoubtedly liable to the original debt “onrr.ed ior 
erection, and bearing interest at five per cent - - British, ±. to, 317 

And to the re-payment to Government without! _ . . 14,755. 

interest — — v, rv7c > 

Making Total Debt, 2 January 1833 - - £• J0 »° 7 _ 

Your Committee now proceed to the Accounts relating to the 1 onnugc 
Dues levied by the Corporation. 

These Tonnage Dues are levied under the 30 Geo. 3 c. 31, and were 53, 54- 

granted^ to the Corporation (sec. 52), for the purpose of tmprov tug .4 and 
cleansing .the Port and Hartal and R- »f ^ onderey ,^ 

appropriation clause (o4 enacts, mat an auu e J. , f d 

Money arising, growing due or levied from time to time by toice.and 
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& REPORT FROM THE SELECT COMMITTEE 

virtue of this Act, incidental charges, salaries and necessary expenses in 
collecting and levying the same being first paid and deducted, shall from 
time to time be employed in preserving and improving the River and Ha - 
hour and Quays of the said City.” 

If the peculiar wording of this clause bad been attended to bv the 
Corporation, this fund could never have been in debt. 

The Account delivered in by the Chamberlain, claims on the part of the 
Corporation, a debt of £. 8,410 Irish currency. 

These Tonnage Dues between 1790 and 1833, have produced £.15,421 
Irish ; and a sum of £. 12,588 Irish, during that period, has been expended 
in building new Quays. 

The Corporation appear from the beginning to have considered the 
River and Harbour as secondary to the Quays, they therefore expended 
the whole of the money in erecting new Quays, although to Your Com- 
mittee it appears that the improvement of the Port and Harbour were 
the primary objects to which, under the Act, the funds ought to have been 
applied. 

Your Committee have not been able to ascertain the amount of quayage 
rate levied for the use of these Quays, it is estimated at from £. 800 to 
£. 1,000 yearly, whilst the Corporation enjoyed a monopoly of the Quays. 

Although the money from the trade of Derry, under the authority q! 
this Act, and grants of money from the Irish Parliament to the amount 
of £. 4,590 previous to 1772, principally, if not entirely, enabled the Cor- 
poration to erect these Quays, it is certain that no reduction in the charge 
of quayage was made by the Corporation. 

Your Committee are of opinion that this outlay in erecting new Quays, 
is not sanctioned by the Act of Parliament; they think that some of the 
money might legitimately have been expended in preserving the Quays, 
and they beg particularly to direct the attention of The House to the 
consequences which have followed this expenditure on private property, ol 
money raised by a tax on the Public. 

By reference to Acts of the Irish Parliament, it appears at various limes 
previous to 1772, money to the amount of £. 4,590 was granted for the 
use of these Quays. The Corporation have expended £ 12,688, making 
in the whole £. 17,278; and these Quays, on which have been expended 
this large sum of public money, were sold in 1831, for £. 5,000, British, 
and have altogether passed into the hands of a private individual. 

Your Committee are of opinion that the Corporation were not authorized 
under the 30 Geo. 3. sec. 54. to borrow any money whatsoever, and they 
consider the charge of £. 8,302 now brought against the Tonnage Dues, 
totally inadmissible. 

The charge is made up by calculating interest on the money borrowed 
by the Corporation. 

The Corporation have justified this expenditure on the Quays by a refer- 
ence to a Resolution in Committee of Supply of the Irish Parliament; that 
Resolution is in these words, “ Resolved, That it is the opinion of this Com- 
mittee that a Supply be granted to His Majesty for the purpose of improv- 
ing the Harbour and Quays of the City of Londonderry “ Resolved, That 
it is the opinion of this Committee that the same supply be a sum not 
exceeding £. 300 a year for 21 years.” - 

It 
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ON ACTS RELATING TO DERRY BRIDGE. 9 

It was ordered, that a clause or clauses should be introduced into the. 

Rill of 1790, then passing through the Irish House, in conformity with 
these Resolutions ; this Order, however, was not strictly attended to. 

The Resolution leaves the Harbour, the primary object still, and the 
Corporation do not derive from it any sanction to their entire expenditure 
of the fund in building Quays. 

The Resolution moreover contemplates the abolition of this tax in the 
year 1811, after £. 6,300 shall have been levied. 

The tax has been continued to the present time, and £.15,421 have 
been levied. 

In striking this balance of £. 8,302 against ^ 

Corporation have not given credit for the sum of £. 5,000, which 
Quays sold for in 1831 . 

One of the Witnesses has put in an Account, by which it appears that i a pp“ u, 

xgfssr* *- tgsatsfSbs 1 : 

Fund. 

Your Committee are not called upon to settle or arrange these con- 
dieting Accounts. 

Then are of omnion, that no balance whatever remains against. the ion- 

RWer 5 remain^t^ be accounted for, and this sum, with interest perhaps, 

strictly speaking, ought to be restored by the Corporation. 

Corporation. . . , .. 

Your Committee now proceed to the last head of inquiry; videlicet, 

the application of the Ballast Office Tonnage Dues. 

inland placfng lf pmper Buoys and Marks therein/’ 

appear^ thrrt between l81 C |mi^ lsll^v^ou^^ms'have been^paid tilthe 

Corporation, in the whole amounting to £.1,924. 

That between 18 1 1 and 1825, other sums have 

poses connected with the Corpora lpn^ y » ^ impossible to state, 

i— — 

latter sum was for the use of the Corporation. These 
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to REPORT FROM THE SELECT COMMITTEE 

These are improper applications of the funds of the Ballast Office. The 
Act of 48 Geo. 3. c. 1S6‘, authorizes the expenditure in the improvement 
of the Lough and River only. 

Your Committee observe, that under the 14 section of this Act the Cor- 
poration elected the Ballast Office Committee ; and by the 33d section, 
the Accounts were to be annually returned to the Corporation ; it appears, 
therefore, that the Auditors of these Accounts were the parties who bene- 
fited by their own neglect of duty. 

It also appears that about the year 1825 the attention of the Merchants 
in Derry was directed to the Ballast Office, and they represented to the 
Corporation their complaints as to the misapplication of the Funds of the 
Ballast Office, and its being improperly constituted. Subsequent to this 
period the Funds have been applied to their legitimate objects, and by the 
Act of 2 & 3 Will. 4. c. 107, the Ballast Office Committee is to be 
chosen by the Merchants, the Corporation having abandoned the right to 
nominate, which they possessed under 48 Geo. 3. 

This alteration has been attended by other beneficial consequences to 
the trade of Derry. 

The Ballast Office have reduced the tax to a very considerable extent, 
leaving, however, an ample sufficiency for the purposes, of the Act. 

As the Act of 2 & 3 Will. 4 prevents the recurrence of these evils, 
Your Committee have the satisfaction to report, under this head, that they 
do not think, any alteration necessary. 

Before Your Committee proceed to offer their recommendation as to the 
alterations which they deem necessary in the Acts relating to the Bridge 
and Corporation Tonnage Dues, they beg to state, that the Corporation 
have from the first disregarded the Acts of Parliament, and considered the 
tolls of the Bridge and produce of the Tonnage Dues as their property ; 
and for some years previous to 1 825 the Ballast Office Tonnage Dues 
appear to have been considered in the same light. 

The money arising from these sources has not been kept separate, and 
applied according to the Acts of Parliament. 

It has been thrown into one general fund, out of which the expenditure 
of the Corporation was provided for. 

The persons who lent their money on the credit of the tolls, under the; 
Act of 1790, have an undoubted right to be repaid. 

None of the money lent at that period has been repaid, but the Cham- 
berlain reports “ that the securities have been from time to time assigned 
and transferred, so that he cannot state with precision, whether any of the 
original securities are outstanding hence a difficulty may arise, for it may 
be impossible to ascertain the parties entitled to be so repaid. 

There is another class of creditors who hold Corporation bonds as' 
their security. 

Some of the creditors under a Sheriff’s execution in 1831, sold all the 
available property of the Corporation, leaving in the hands of that body, 
only the tolls of the Markets, Pipe Water Tax (secured under 48 Geo. 3. 
c. 136, sec. 6,) and the property in the Bridge, derived under the 23 sec. 
30 Geo. 3, c. 31 ; from these sources, the holders of Corporation bonds 
have been paid their annual interest, and they have been taught to regard 
these properties as the security for their debt. The amount of this debt, 

which 
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ON ACTS RELATING TO DERRY BRIDGE. 11 

which properly falls to the Bridge, according to Mr. Haslett's letter, may 
be estimated at £. 9,500. 

The claim of these creditors on the Bridge may not be strictly legal, 
but Your Committee feel that their case is one of extreme hardship, par- 
ticularly as in many instances their claims, though small m amount, are ot 
the greatest importance to them ; the more wealthy creditors secured 
themselves by the sale in 1831. 

Your Committee are of opinion, that if the creditors of the Corporation 
will consent to receive interest at the reduced rate of 4 per cent., as sug- 
gested by Mr. Haslett, the arrangement which he proposes would be most 
desirable. The difficulty which might occur in discovering the parties 
who were entitled to the original debt of £. 16,594, would be obviated, 
and the claim of the other creditors to the amount of £■ 9,500, will receive 
an equitable consideration. 

Your Committee therefore feel it their duty to recommend in the first 
place, that the tolls in future be levied according to the Schedule ofl 790, 
that the management of the Bridge be taken out of the hands of ^ Cor- 
poration, and vested in Trustees, subject to the remainder of the debt due 
tothe-Crown; and all the consequences of the sequestration which has 
issued, subject also to the payment with interest, ot the original debt <r 
£ 16 594 contracted for the building of the Bridge, and subject also to 
1 r~nt with interest, of a further debt of £ 9,500 with interest 
provided^ the creditors accede to the proposed reduction in the rate ot 
interest to 4 per cent. ; and that the Trustees shall aniiually submit then 
Accounts to the Audit of the Commissioners of Audit for I ublic Accounts. 

No objection can be anticipated on the part of the Crown. 

Your Committee trust that the Corporation will see the propriety ol 
abstaining from offering any opposition to this recommendation. 

The Public have a right to expect that the Bridge, shall be placed under 
such management as will probably secure a permanent Budge, with 
most economical expenditure. 

Fxnerience has proved that the Corporation are incapable of effecting 
these obTects ; and the large sum improperly appropriated by them to 
i ^ , f t n jic of the Bridge, greatly exceeds the \alue ol 

their own use out ot the tolls ot tne & » & , sn o q r 31 

anv interest which they can possibly claim under the 23 sec. 30 Geo. 3. c. J 

In the second place Your Committee recommend that as the improve- 
repealed. 

As it is impossible to intr^uce a^ to r ^—^ r 

money on debenture, to be charged on the loll of the b 0 • 



22 July 1833. 
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MINUTES OF EVIDENCE. 



Martis, 18° die Junii , 1833. 



CAPTAIN THEOBALD JONES, 

IN TIIE CHAIR. 



[The Return of the Ballast Office Account was produced.] 

Mr. John Nicholson, called in ; and Examined. 

I A RE you a member of the Ballast Office Committee?— I am. 

' 2. Have the goodness to refer to those Accounts made by the secretary to 

the Ballast Office, as a° Return to an order of this House ?— Yes. 

3 Refer to 1811 ; have the goodness to see if there is a charge ot 514I. 3 s. 2 1 «• 
paid over to the corporation of Derry by the Ballast Office ?— There is- 

A Have the goodness to refer to 1813; do you find the sum of tool. 5 s. 3 tl. 
paid over to the corporation ?— Without referring particularly to this account, I can 
state the whole sum paid over to the corporation by the Ballast Office ; as fai as 
I call understand from 1812 to 1821, was 1,410/. 13s. lorf. 

r. The whole sum paid over appears then to be 1 ,924 1 . 1 7 s., is that so . Y es. 

6. There is another account from the Ballast Office ? — [It mas handed to the 
Witness.]— I have not seen this before ; I cannot vouch tins account as being 

“y^Have the goodness to refer tol8l2 in the other Return; do you find there 
a charge of 311!. 7s. 2d. paid for repairing and improving the quays, tor working 
the dredging machine, and for pilots’ attendance at the machine and receiving room . 
— There is such an item. 

8. In 1813, do you find a charge of 191*. °i“* • Yes - 

q. For the same purpose ? — Yes* v 

10 In 1814, a charge of 45 *- 8* d. for the same purpose ?— Yes. 

t l. In 18.5! do you find a charge of g4l.6s.lt dr- Yes, for the same purpose. 

12. In 1816, do you find a charge of 87/. is. 3d.?— res. 

13. In 1817, 281/. 12s. yd.? — Yes, I do. 

14. In 1 81 8, do you find a charge of 4046 3 ®- ' d- .—Yes, I do. 

15. In 1819, a Charge of 308/. 7 s - 1 1 ^ ^ ^es, 1 do ‘ 

16. In 1820, 187/- os. 9 ? — I do. 

17. In 1821, 213/. is. idt — Ido. , . 

18. In the year 1822, a sum of 202/. 25. 7 «• •— 1 “°- T . 

19. In the year 1823, do you find a charge for 364/. 1 0 * “• • 1 d * 

20. In the year 1824, 337 *- 10 *- id .}—. [ do. 

22 Read 8 the ? manne 5 r’in which ' those sums have been entered will you ?-" By 

Office e.l rely, and that came out of the Ballast Office funds ; we had nothing m 
the worid as a corporation to do with it; at the same time there might be some 
articles that were selected from that, that should have been charged to the Corporn- 
fion I beglave to express myself as clear as I can on the subject ; I belie e as 
far as I knol, there was no more money handed over from the Ballast Office the 
Corporation than the sum I have mentioned, 1,924!. and some shillings. 

557- “ 3 3 ' 
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23. Do you mean to say that part of the charge is incorrect which says any por- 
tion of that money was expended for repairing the quays ? — I am sure there was 
some of it expended for repairing the quays ; I dare say it was. 

24. Did you mean by what you said, that no money had been paid over to the 
corporation, but that some of it might have been expended on repairs of the quays, 
which you conceived should have been paid by the corporation ? — That is what 
I mean ; I say there was no money to my knowledge that ever was paid over to the 
Corporation, but the sum I have stated. 

25. Have you not gone over those accounts which are charged, making up alto- 
gether from the year 1811 to 1825, the sum of 3,528/. 95. 1 cl., entered in that 
general way ? — That may be. 

26. You have gone over those accounts, have you? — Yes. 

27. This is a paper signed by Mr. Harvey, is it? — Yes. 

28. In that paper he says, “We the undersigned, after the closest investigation 
in our power of the accounts of this office with respect to the above, find that there 
has been expended for repairing and improving the quays and wharf, 525/. 95 4 \d.” 
from your general knowledge of the accounts, has that sum been expended on it ? — 
I have it 514/. 

29. The Committee are now talking of the account of sums of money expended 
generally, which are entered under that general form by the Ballast Office as being 
both for the repair of the quays and for working of the dredging machine, and the 
Committee ask, can you say that the sum of 52 5/, is fairly charged against the cor- 
poration as for repairs of the quays ? — Not one farthing of it ; except there may be 
some trifling charge the Corporation ought to pay for repairing the quays ; not a 
farthing was paid to the Corporation. 

30. Was it paid for them ? — I do not know that it was. 

31. Can you tell any sum that was paid for them? — I do not know of any sum 
that was paid for them. 

[The following Account was put in from the Ballast Office .] 

Members present, — Tho' Harvey, Chairman. 

P. Gilmour. A. Schoales. J. Kiho. 

Ballast Office, Londonderry, 12th June 1833. 

IN compliance with the order of Captain Jones, Chairman of the Select Committee, 
calling for our Accounts, showing what portion of the sum of £.3,528. 9. 1 charged with 
the Ballast Office Accounts, were expended in improving the Quays, and what portion for 
the purposes of the Ballast Office. 

We, the Undersigned, after the closest investigation in our power of the Accounts of this 
office, with respect to the above, find that there has been expended for repairing and 
improving the Quays and Wharf - - - - _ £.525 9 4 J ° 

For the purposes of the Ballast Office - 1,698 10 1 h 

And we find of mixed and undefined Accounts, a sum of 
£.1,304. 9. 7. the particular appropriation of which we 
cannot now ascertain, but we have no doubt a consider- 
able part of the sum was for the use of the Corporation - 1,304 g 7 

£.3.528 9 1 



With reference to the Returns called for by Sir Robert Ferguson, per order 6th instant, we 
find, 1st. That no sum has been charged in the Ballast Office Accounts towards defraying 
the expenses of that part of the 48th of George the 3d, referring to the Ballast Office ; 
2d. We find among the Ballast Office Accounts, a paper stating the cost of the first dredgr 
ing (dredging) machine to be 950/. 10s. 7 d., and as no such sum appears to have been 
charged in the accounts- of the office, we presume it was defrayed by the Corporation; 
3d. The second dredge machine was built at the expense of the Ballast Office, and is still 
in use. 

32. Take that account into your hand, is it from the Ballast Office ? — I be- 
lieve it is. 

[The following Account was put in.'] 



Account 
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Account of Sums paid for repairing and preserving the Quays, for working the Mr, 

dredging Machine, between the 30th of October 1824 and the 30th of October 1825, John Nicholson 
at the Ballast Office, Londonderry. 



1825 



25 -— - 
Dec. 4. — - 



18. 

Jan. 15. 



27. 
Feb. 4. 



28. 
Mar. 4. 



Ap. 



May 



25- 
July 9 

23 

24 
26 
30 

Oct. 20 
Aug. 



i«24: Nov. 1. — Paid Michael Begley, for lifting 300 tons of Mud 
— Charles Stewart, for the Necessary - 
— Charles Stewart, for services of his Assistant 
8. — - James Adamson, for Men at dredging Boat, See. - 
ao. — - James Adamson, for ditto - - - - - 

Michael Begley, for Mud-work - 
James Adamson, for Men at dredging Boat, 8tc. - 
Quay Porters for cleansing the Quays, six months 
ending 1st January 1825 - 

James Adamson, for Work at dredging Boat, 8tc. 
James Adamson, for Work at the Wooden Wharf 
, — - Adam Crompton’s Account for Rope, Cordage, &c. 
Ditto - ditto for - - ditto - 
Charles Stewart, per Account - 
James Adamson, for Expenses on the Quays 
William Cooke, for Brass for Dredge Boat 
Andrew Beaty’s Account for Iron-work, &c. 

James Adamson, for Expenses on the Quays 
James Adamson, for Expenses at Dredge Boats 
Wharf -------- 

John M'Glen, for a Boat - 
Ditto Camble, for cleaning the Quay Necessary - 
James Adamson, for Expenses at the Quay Wharf 
James Adamson, for ditto - ditto - 
John Nicholson, for Timber - 

James Adamson, for Expenses on the Quays 
James Adamson, for ditto ----- 

— - Clarke, glazing at Sundries - 
. — - Quay Porters, for cleansing the Quays, to the 

30th instant ------- 

- James Adamson, for Expenses on the Quay 

- James Adamson, for ditto - 

- James Adamson, for ditto - 

- James Adamson, for ditto - 

- Clarke and Begley, for Mud-work - 

- Clarke, for Mud-work - 

- James Adamson, for Expenses at the Quays 

- Pilots, for clearing Buoys and Anchors in Crook - 
— Montgomery, for repairing the Buoys in the Crook 

— _ James Adamson, for Expenses at the Quays 

Oct. 20. Joseph Young, for Timber and Plank, per Account 

- William M'Corkell 8c Co., for Timbers, 8cc. per 

Account - - - - " “ 

- Mrs. Ann Kelso, per Pass Book and for Office 

Account - - - “ . . “ " 

- Pilots, for Attendance at the Receiving Room, one 
year ending this day - 

- Porter’s Salary, for Attendance at Office - 

- Coal Account and Brooms for Offices, 8tc. 

£. 



£. 



d. 



5 13 
9 *9 



7 1 4 
312 6 

19 19 7 
5 '5 6 

- 8 11 
268 

- 13 - 
10 11 6 

4 17 8 

1810 4 
7 



8 

24 12 
19 16 
14 6 
19 18 



21 16 5 



6 

30 

23 

23 

20 15 



19 
44 : 



6 9 
8 10 i 
3 5 h 



1 4 



4 4 



8 -§ 



55° 2 3 i 



18 June, 



33. There are certain charges in that account the Committee wish to draw your 
attention to. “ Quay porters, for cleansing the quays six months, ending the 1st ot 
January 1825, 61 " ? — I think that should come off the Corporation. 

34 “ James Adamson, for expenses on the quays, 2 1 . 6 s. 8 d. . I do not know 
whether that was a Ballast Office charge or a Corporation charge ; 1 think it was 
rather a Ballast Office charge. . _ T 

35. Do not the words imply it should be for the Corporation . I cannot answei 

36°? “ James Adamson, for expenses at dredge boat and wharf ’ ? That is ballast, 

” 37! “ James Adamson, for expenses at the quay and wharf can yon an 
idea which that ought to be to?— I should think it ought to be the Bal ast Office, 
and I will tell the Committee why ; Adamson was employed by the Ballast Office 
on that occasion, not the Corporation ; he was the general officer of the Colora- 
tion, and paid by them as such ; and when lie was employed by the Ballast Office, 
he was and should be paid for by them. 

b 4 3°* Gould 
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38. Could not the Ballast Office have furnished the Committee with an account, 

which would at once have shown whether these sums were paid for Ballast Office 
purposes or the quays? — I think the Ballast Office should have furnished the Com- 
mittee with all the accounts they wished, and have explained them ; but as a mem- 
ber of that Ballast Office, I, and a great number of others were of opinion, the 
charges now made of all descriptions, was at the instance of the Ballast Office, and 
should be paid by them. • . 

39. Here is another item ; “ To John Nicholson for timber ; do you think that was 
for the Corporation or for Ballast purposes; 14/. 6 s. 3 d. ? — I am sure I cannot 
tell that ; I should think it was for the Ballast Office, or the Ballast Office com- 
mittee would not have certified it. I am inclined to think the Ballast Office would 
not allow any charge to be made against the Ballast Office, that could be brought 
against the Corporation. 

40. Is that another account of the Ballast Office? — Yes. 

\It was put in and read , as follows :] 



Account of Sums paid for repairing the Quays, for working the dredging Machine 
at clearing the Docks, and for the Pilots attending to the Machine, and at the 
Receiving Room for drowned Persons, between 30th October 1811 and 30th October 
1812, at Ballast Office, Londonderry. 

12: Mar. 7. — Paid John M'Nutby, for Carpenters, Labourers and 
Workmen ------- 

14. — - John M'Nutby, for ditto .- ditto - 

21 . — - John M'Nutby, for ditto - ditto - 

John M'Nutby, for ditto, and Mason - - - 

Victor Coates, for cast Metal, after deducting 
allowance for old Metal ,---- 

John M'Nutby, for Labourers, &c. - 

John M'Nutby - ditto - - - - - 

John M'Nutby, for ditto ----- 

John M'Nutby, for ditto - - 

Stirling, for Stone-work - 
John M'Nutby, for Labourers, per Account 
John M'Nutby, for ditto - - - - - 

Thomas Cooper, for Iron-work - - - - 

Joseph Curry, for Timber, See. - - - - 

John M'Nutby, for Labourers - 
John M'Nutby, for ditto, and for Gravel 
John M'Nutby, for Labourers, &c. 

John M'Nutby, for ditto - - - - - 

John M'Nutby, for ditto - - - - - 

Ditto - ditto ------ 

John M'Nutby, for ditto - - - - - 

Boat hire, and four Men to examine Buoys 
for painting three Buoys in the Crook 
John M'Nutby, for Labourers, and for Stones, &.c. 

John M'Nutby, for ditto, and Masons, &c. - 
John M'Nutby - ditto - ditto - 
John M'Nutby - ditto - ditto - - - 

John M'Nutby, for ditto - - - - - 

John M'Nutby, for ditto - 

John M'Nutby, for ditto - 

John M'Nutby - ditto - ditto - - - 

John M'Nutby, for Labourers and for Sand 
John M'Nutby, for ditto, &c. - 

James Alexander, for Lime - 
John M'Nutby, for Labourers, 8tc. - 
M. Wilson, for Boat-hookHandles - 
for Brooms ------- 

Daniel Harlin, John Ileggerty, and P. M. Stafl’ery, 

Pilots, for Attendances at the dredging Ma- 
chines and at the Receiving Room, &c., from 
the 5th of February till 30th of October 1812, 
is 38 weeks and two days, at one guinea a week 43 ] 

James Davenport, for Cordage, Paint, Oil, &c._ - 11 •- 10 j 

Adam Crompton, for Whiting, Oil, Paint, 8tc. - a 14 - £ 

Andrew Beaty, for Nails, Hooks, Spades, &c. - 84 

Thomas Cooper, for Iron-work - 

3ii 7 3 
41. Are 



Apr. 11.- 
24.- 

May 2.- 



25.— 
30.— 
June 13. — 
18.— 

19- 

20. — 

J uly 4. — 

11. — - 

18. 

25. 

Aug. 1. 

4. 

6.— 

8 .— 

1 5 - — 

22. — 
29-— 
Sept. 5.— 

12. — 

19. 

26. — • 

Oct. 3.— 

10. — 
17.— 



29.- 



£. 


s. 


d. 


5 


9 


10 


1 


12 


6 


2 


3 


1 1 


3 


10 


3 


2 


H 


8i 


2 


M 


3 


3 


12 


7 


- 


16 




1 


>5 


- 


5 


7 


3 


2 


9 


8 


7 


15 


8 


7 


7 


7 


38 19 


6 


7 


16 


8 h 


9 


5 


8 


7 


8 


9 


8 


1 


8 


7 


11 


6 


10 


H 


11 


8 


2 


7 


— 


10 


10 


- 


12 


6 



H 19 
5 18 
8 7 
7 
7 
7 
7 



5 
5 

. 9 

6 15 

7 W 
4 11 
2 10 

6 3 

- 2 
3 
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4.1 Are those accounts mode out in such a vvnj as that you, a member of the 
Ballast Office committee examining them, can soy whether the charges were for the _ 
nuroose of repairing or improving the quays, or were for the purposes of the Ballast 
Office? — I bilieve the accounts generally are for the Ballast Office ; there may be 
oerhaps one of the items mentioned, not so. I am of opinion the Ballast Office 
committee would not pass their accounts, without being aware they were entirely 

f °Vo' e w*any 0 part of those charges for the purpose of repairing the quays r— 

I have answerer! ^hat question by saving I really do not know ; I W = there >mgM 
have been some of the timber mentioned there for repairing the quays , but lam 
6f the same opinion still, that the Ballast Office considered that they allowed those 
charges^ 6 their own account, or the, would not pass the accounts tn the manner 

tlie 43 h Have 0 ,™ been a member of the Ballast Office committee from the corn 
mence ment Y es ; it was owing to my representations to the Corporation, that the 
Ballast Office was founded ; and I continued a member ot it from its commence- 

“ 44 U Do you recollect, Major Nicholson, how the Ballast Office committee ought 

t0 45“ AccoSg~ffi the words of the Aetl-Yes it oughtto be from the wholesale 
merchants with the Members of Parliament and the Mayoi of the city. 

if Have the goodness to say whether the Ballast committee was so constituted? 

As far as I know it was ; but there were so very few wholesale merchants at the 
time that the, were obliged to be taken generally from the members of the Go.- 

™ <>?* 

Corporation, and the money .hid, was ^e^on the ^^^^qu^at ffie 
Imt members of the Corporation ; is that so? 

rcarTni’mht'of 6 UiTatst committee who 
weie " mernbersilf Ihe Corporation," and of those who were merchants of the city 

only?— 1808. . i o ,.o 7 Thomas Davenport, Robert M‘ Intire and 

49- Who had you on it in “ 2; and Joseph Curry and 

James M‘Crea ; these three were not of the Co, pora no , ^ 1^ l 

John Nicholson were of the Coi poratio . Ballast Office belonged to the 

were decidedly of opinion that the property ffi.the wL carried 

Corporation, and I, as a membei 1 ndedj Pl the balance over and above 

against me, that the balance b t P e Corporation, contrary to my opi- 

paying the charges, .should l b ha < d e m H embere 0 f thc town who were 

nion, and it was carried agamst me y to the Corporation 

not members of the Corporation ; so that hat money p f ^ Co ration . 

was caused by that committee, an n , Ballast committee were not the 

50. Those members who were should be paid 

members of the Corporation who i w and j t wa s not at the instance 

for the use of the Corporation of the city ot Deny, an Corporation, 

of the Corporation ? Not at the of the ««,- 

know that I can charge my memory 

exactly. , _ , vos fi rs t raised between the Chamber of 

C^;n^Sr’cm“Jto,he funds of the Ballast Office?-! do not 

56. Did it happen “,'fffier, subsequent to the year 1 825. »ny ° f 

57 . Can you inform 1 he Co™mU£ „ committee, or whether 

the members of the Corporal selected from the wholesale merchants of 

S abvays selected from the wholesale merchants of jhe 

557- 
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city, as far as my knowledge goes, or some members of the Corporation who were 
not merchants at all. 

58. The Committee ask whether, subsequent to 1825, any of the members of 
the Corporation were placed on that committee P — Yes, certainly. 

59. Have the goodness to refer to 1822 ; in that Ballast Office Debtor and 
Creditor Account, in 1822, there appears a sum of 467/. 5 s. Ad. paid to the Cor- 
poration by that, does there not? — Yes, I see that in this account. 

60. What is the date? — November 9th, 1821. 

61. Subsequent to that period, had there been any sum paid to the Corporation? 
— I am sure I cannot tell without looking ; but 1 believe not. 

62. Now refer to 1825 ; do you there find a charge of 550 l. for repairing and 
improving the quays, &c. ? — I do. 

63. That year 1825 was the year when the alteration took place in the consti- 
tution of the Ballast Office, and when the Chamber of Commerce had a corres- 
pondence with the Corporation on the subject of the Ballast Office tonnage dues ; 
was it not? — I am not aware of that; I see the secretary signed to that is Robert 
M'Intire, and I do not think the correspondence was in MTntire’s time. 

64. Have the goodness to turn to the next year; run down that account, and 
let the Committee know' whether you find any charge in that account for repairing 
or improving the quays ?-— No, I do not find any thing of that kind here. 

65. Subsequent to that, no charge has been admitted for repairing or improving 
the quays, has there ? — I do not find any, and I believe not. 

66. Will you have the goodness to turn to the next year’s account? — I have it. 

67. Are you able to say whether the tonnage dues which were collected last 
year, were sufficient for the purposes of the Ballast Office?— I believe thev were. 

68. Fully sufficient ? — I should think so. 

69. Have the goodness to inform the Committee whether the maximum tonnage 
due which the Ballast Office were authorized to levy under the Act of Parliament 
was levied ?— I think it was. 

70. Under the Act of 1808 the Committee mean ? — I cannot tell under 1808 ; 
I cannot answer that question exactly. 

71. Under the Act of Parliament, are not the Ballast Office directed from time 
to time to ascertain the amount of the tonnage dues which they wish to levy, and 
which they consider it necessary to levy, for the Ballast Office purposes? — Yes, 
which they are entitled to levy. 

72. If they consider a small sum sufficient, they are not required to levy the 
maximum ? — That is the case. 

73* And they are bound to publish the amount of the Ballast Office dues, are 
they not? — Yes. 

74. Are you enabled to say whether that is the order made by the Ballast Office 
last year, as to the amount of tonnage dues to be levied ?— I should think it is. 

75; Have the goodness to inform the Committee whether the maximum tonnage 
due is levied under that order? — “ For every foreign ship, 5 £ d. per ton British 
currency ; for every ship belonging to Great Britain or Ireland, or the Plantations, 
trading from foreign- or the British Plantations, 2 \ d. per ton British currency ; if 
from Great Britain or Ireland, 1 d. per ton ; and those of 30 tons and under, J d . 
per ton British currency ; if in ballast from a port in Ireland, free.” 

76. What is the date of that? — November 1832. 

77- At that time the maximum they were allowed to levy was 6 d. on foreign ves 1 
sels, 3 <5?. <5n vessels of His Majesty’s subjects of the United Kingdom, and 2 d. on 
vessels laden with coals and coasters ; is that so ? — I do not know. 

78. Take the Act in your hand of last year, and read to the Committee the 
maximum tonnage due ; will you ? — “ For every foreign ship or vessel, or such as 
shall not belong to any of His Majesty’s subjects of the United Kingdom of Great 
Britain and Ireland, or in the Plantations, a sum, not exceeding 6d., for every ton 
of the burthen of such ship or vessel; and for every ship or vessel which shall 
belong to His Majesty’s subjects in the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Ire- 
laud', or the Plantations, a sum, not exceeding the sum of 3d , for every ton of the 
burthen of such ship or vessel ; and for every ship or vessel arriving in the said har- 
bour laden with coals, and every ship or vessel arriving and trading from any port of 
Ireland to Londonderry, a sum, not exceeding the sum of 2d., for every ton bur- 
then of such ship or vessel; ships or vessels arriving in ballast, or taking refuge, 
owing to stress of weather, always excepted.” 

79- Now, Major Nicholson, have the goodness to tell the Committee whether 

ihe 
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-It has certainly 



the maximum tonnage due has been collected under that Act? 

b 1 r"Tast%"; s> X think so. The Ballast Office have reduced the - 
tonnage due in the Ballast Office from time to tone as they have thought neces- 
sary. § I believe, although I do not probably speak correctly, they have taken one- 

half off coal ships. . • 

8 1. Is there not a general reduction upon every vessel . —Y es, tliere is. 

-ii the expenses incident to it ?— Yes, it must be, because we have no other means. 

84. Do you know whether there has been any further reducUon to yrar ^st 
November ?— I do not know that there has, I was not always in the Ballast Ofirc 

'ti the mode they make up the different port charges 

“I^The Mary, 323 tons, British vessel, going out with passengers, Corporation 

the, consider the charge so very high that they red “ ced ^: for (he difference j„ 

C T n^Ssual thing for tonnage dues to be re- 

* is! - c ° rporation tonnage 
from the Ballast 

offi “ a 
93 - rTt^BauToffice 

xEey mighUiavftld the same tonnage as the Corporation iev.es, but 
the 9 fi le The ™ut jusf putTrdams JthY Mary, a vessel of 300 tons, an ordinary 
paper, and state what that is ^Corporation tonnage 
0/ 14 *. 8af. : Ballast tonnage 1 1 . ns- 9 «- , - • y 

■ & ** - 

io°! HavTtiie°g t oodnlT'to state the rate of “""^ e dues 

Lut ^SPSe the oace 

■b't^.'lXave the goodne^to state what is_the sum levied on the Robert Napier X 
v — £. 1. 11 . 9. the Corporation tonnage , *J S ‘ u oats have not a quay, a 

parSa“? * 

tlK , g : DoSteam boats derive any ““vantage 

which was laid out toward s building the qu^ nded fol . the use of the naviga- 

cause tlie water lias been deepened by t y P vessels, and rather more, 

tion generally, and they have equal advai g ^uilt by the public money, 

105. But if they do not land at the quays, wl l^n ^expended ?-They 

!Te P "meXrl 

“Zf there for -e thn ; mid. they found the con- 

PT Ht&S aoy one of t^ 

557 - C 2 



Mr. 

John Nicholson. 



18 June, 
1833. 



Printed image digitised by the University of Southampton Library Digitisation Unit 




20 MINUTES OF EVIDENCE BEFORE SELECT COMMITTEE 



Mr. 

John Nicholson. 



18 June, 
1833 - 



steam-boats pay to the Corporation yearly; take the Robert Napier, for instance? 
— It is impossible for me to tell that ; it depends entirely on what voyages they 
make ; some are laid up for six weeks, and undergo repairs ; all that period they pay 
nothing. J H y 

107. Does not each steamer sail once a week, except when undergoing re- 
pairs ? — In general they make a voyage once a week during the year. 0 

108. There are two or three steam-boats sailing out of Derry ? — Four. 

109. The average each steam-boat must pay to the Corporation for tonnage dues 
may amonnt to how much weekly ? — I cannot answer that question. 

1 J o. A considerable sum is paidby the steam-boats? — A considerable sum is paid 

111. And the steam-boats do not use the public quays?— Generally they have 
not; they did formerly, and may whenever they please. 

112. I perceive by the public notice you levy two-pence halfpenny per ton on 
British vessels ?— Yes. 

1 13. How, then, do you account for levying 1 /. 6 a-. 1 1 d. on the Mary; barely a 

penny a ton? The Ballast Office reduce their tonnage according to circumstances- 
the Corporation do not. * ’ 

1 14. You have been asked a number of questions about the quays ; in case of anv 

accident occurring to the private quays, or the steam-boats finding it their interest 
to go to the public quays, would they not have the power to do so as much as anv 
other vessel? — Yes. ‘ 7 



115. There was a good deal of discussion with reference to the Ballast Office 
accounts, between them and the Corporation, in the year 1827; look at that Re- 
turn from the Ballast Office, and tell the Committee if that is an account of the 
negotiation that then took place between them and the committee of the Corpora- 
tion (—[Handing a paper to the Witness.]— Yes. 

1 16. Previous to this negociation was there a committee appointed by the Cor- 
poration ? — Yes. J 

w ’ t ^ 1 members of the Ballast Office, went as carefully as thev 
could over the account, did they not ? — I believe they did. J 

118. And after that this proposal was made? — Yes. 

1 19. Mention whether any of the following members of the Ballast Office were 
members of the Corporation ; James M‘Crea, Thomas Harvey, John Kelso, Adam 
Schoales, Thomas Ramsay, Patrick. Gilman ?-None of those were members of 
the Corporation. 

120. That is the 21st of December 1827 ? — Yes. 

!. 2 V lh .'| S ‘ S Wl ’ at H Sa ? S: The Ma y° r and deputation of the Corporation 

Ten lr he . Comml “ ee li ;>? da y. and handed to them a copy of the Attorney 
General s opmiou on the sub ,ect of the Ballast Office claims ; in the course of con- 
L 2 T'? 6 tW ° c . omm “tees it appeared, the Corporation were willing 
IT , S a certain sum towards any object of public utility, provided 

smu to he l 6 “S?®*.,’ 0 £ x ?, end ; n equal smn ,owards the sa ™ purpose, such 
sum to be considered by the Ballast Office as in full of their claims on the Corpora- 

-made h, the If ’“'IT . e a undei : stlmdi "& the following communication was 
Dewmher ! S ^ the deputation of the Common Council. Memorandum, 
I 7 ' h Office committee having considered the com- 

'°“X d d ! lem b y. tde - Mayor and deputation of the Common Council, and 

SZS .1 h them t0 b '™S a " ““““a ia d ' s P ute between the two 

bodies to amicable arrangement, are of opinion, that the building of a slin for the 

[f a“v to he ano '““I 1°,“"? ‘ rad , e ° f "‘ e P ' aCe ’ the memes a ™ng which, 
accented ? ]“ ■ r' 16 s ° le “ seof the Eallas < Office committee, should be 

'"u" ° f bhe balance claimed by them-(signed) James 
This . ey ’ Ad T SC c hoa eS,lho,na f Ramsa y" John Kelso, P.Pilinan.” 

stated tlFat ihe a ^ leed t0 by the deputation of the Corporation, who then 

ffie di’sDosll of r «.r,T d t0 lhe pbrporation to place the sum of 500 l. at 
CounciFa snccific , , Eadast committee, on their stating to the Common 

same should ho fi .F v J T fc bje D Ct ,f° tlle a PP™val of the Corporation) to which the 
subiect to anv '?■ ‘ , ' jC ballast Office committee refused to receive the 500/., 

disposed of as then 1 \ F Ut a S reed to receive the said sum unconditionally, to be 

Thus was not aJLlH pursuant to the purposes of the Act of Parliament, 

committee theirHn r J tbe de P atatl on of the Common Council, who read the 
cZwn Chlrlefs f ,0n . S ’« and the " ,eetin « th “ ad jourued. “ James M'Crea, 
committee’met this d» M S f retar y- 22d D «™ber 1827. TheBallast Office 
met this day. Members present 1 the Right honourable Sir Geo. P. Hill, 

Bart. 
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Bart. John Nicholson, M. Hill, James M'Crea, Thomas Harvey, John Kelso, 
Adam Schoales, Patrick Gilman, Thomas Ramsay.” How many of those were 
members of the Corporation ? — Three, and five not. 

122. Was Mr. Adam Schoales in the Corporation then? — No. 

123. It goes on: “ Resolved, That the sum of 500/. being paid by the Corpora- 
tion to our treasurers, towards the erection of a slip for the repairs of vessels, for 
which work the Corporation are to supply the site; the construction of the work, 
and the eventual management of it, to belong to the Ballast Office, as also the 
profits which may arise from the construction of the work shall be accepted in lieu 
of all claims and demands of this body against the Corporation. Resolved, 
That the foregoing Resolution be communicated to the committee of the Corporation 
appointed by the Corporation to confer with the Ballast Office committee on the 
accounts, claims and demands subsisting between the Corporation and Ballast Office 
Committee, and to close the same. G. J. Hill, Chairman; Stevcnt, Secretary.” 
Was that agreed to unanimously ? — 1 believe it was not. 

124. Was there not a protest of the four members upon it? — Yes. 

125. “ 8th January 1828. The Ballast Office committee met this day, pursuant 
to requisition. Members present, John Nicholson, James M'Crea, Thomas 
Harvey, John Kelso, Adam Schoales, Pat Gilman, Thomas Ramsay. It was pro- 
posed "by Mr. Gilman, and seconded by Mr. Harvey, that the following letters shall 
be copied into this book, and the motion having been put and carried, was ordered 
accordingly. To the Chairman of the Ballast Office committee: Sir; We, the 
undersigned members of the Ballast Office committee, deem ourselves called on 
to place upon record our objections to a vote of a majority of this body, passed at 
the last meeting, whereby, as a compensation for our claims on the Corporation of 
1,480/. sterling, a sum of 500/. is accepted, under the express limitation that it 
shall be applied for a purpose (however useful in itself) altogether foreign from the 
line of duty pointed out by law for this office, and not at all likely to add to its 
funds, which are, from the illegal drains made from them, quite inadequate to the 
performance of the necessary. From a careful examination of the accounts, from 
the plain meaning of the Act of Parliament, and from the late opinion of the 
Attorney General, we feel convinced that above 1,4.80/. of the funds of the Ballast 
Office, to which the Corporation of this city was not in the slightest degree entitled, 
has been received by them, or expended upon their property ; we feel that, in con- 
senting to accept as a compromise for their claims any sum, over the expenditure of 
which the Ballast Office committee are deemed the legitimate control, or with ap- 
plication with which they are in any way tramelled, would not only be receiving 
as a boon a just and lawful debt, but would also be an abandonment of our duty in 
placing at the disposal of others those funds over which the law has appointed as 
the sole guardians, and leaving the claims on the Corporation unsettled. London- 
derry, 8th January 1828— (signed) James M‘Crea, Pat Gilman, Tho 8 Harvey, 
Adam Schoales.” " It appearethat protest is signed by four of the members, and 
that there were but eight present on the occasion ; how was the majority obtained . 
— I do not know, I am sure. 

12(\ Had the chairman a casting vote besides his own ?— I suppose he had. 

127. In the course of this ncgociation it appears, that it was not so much to the 
sum of 500/. they objected, as to the Corporation claiming any right to dictate to 
them, or as to the outlay of it?— That was the objection. 

128. We may take it then as a reasonable inference, that in their opinion the 
sum of 500/. would have been a fair sum for their claim ? — -That is what the Ballast 
Office considered. 

129. The names of those four gentlemen who objected are Mr. M Crea, Mr. 
Harvey, Mr. Schoales and Mr. Gilman ; how many of those are at present members 
of the Ballast Office, or were members at the last appointment of the Corporation ? 
M'Crea is not a member now ; Mr. Schoales is; Air. Harvey and Mr. Gilman is. 

1*0. Three out of the four hold under the Corporation nomination ?— Yes. 

131. Have you looked particularly at the Act of Parliament which passed last 

year, rendering the Ballast Office independent of the Corporation ? — I have not 
looked at it particularly. . 

132. There are these words, “that all debts, rates and other monies due Irom, 
to or by the said committee, created by the Act hereby repealed, or any of them, 
shall be deemed to be owing to, from or by the committee by this Act established ;’ 
does not that give the committee full power to sue the Corporation for any sums 
that they may think now due to them on that account? lo be sure it does. 
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133. Is there not a power in this Act allowing them to be sued, and to sue bv 

their clerk ? — There is. J 

134. Now, with regard to the sum really due ; you have had the accounts in 
your hand; have you examined the accounts of the first year? — Not particularly 

1 35* Can you say from your examination of them whether there was any sum 

paid by the Ballast Office towards the expenses of the Act of Parliament ? 

None, I believe. 

136. By whom then was that sum paid? — By the Corporation. 

137. Do you remember the building of the first dredge boat ? — I do. 

138. By whom was that sum paid ? — By the Corporation. 

1 39. Do you remember the amount of that ? — As well as I can recollect I took 

some pains about it ; I think the amount was 1,220/. ; as near as I could recollect 
I think that was the sum. ’ 

140. Is there not an account, signed by Mr. Harvey, as the Chairman of the 
Committee, stating goo/, was for the first dredge boat, what reason have you to 
think it cost 1,220/.?' — As well as I can recoiled, the difference arose from 
Mr. Curry having paid for a great deal of iron-work, which is not included in that 
account. 

141. Mr. Curry was a member of the Ballast Office committee, and Chamber- 
lain of the Corporation, was he not ? — He was. 

142. With regard to any further charges, a second dredge boat, was there not? 

— The second dredge boat, as well as 1 recollect, was paid for by the Ballast 
Office. J 

143. Have you made out any idea of an account as it appeared to you to stand 
between the two bodies?— I think I have; there is rent due to the Corporation 
from the Ballast Office, from 1808 to May 1831, at 30/. a year, 690/. rent; the 
dredge cost, as near as I can ascertain from recollection 1,220/.; then the 5 bill 
which is still due to the Corporation, is 300/. 

144- Is that sum of 300/. the expenses of the Bill of 48th of George the Third ? 
— Yes. a 

145. What is the other item ? — There is no other item. 

146. Now, what are the items in their favour? — The repairs of the quays from 

1 ^ 12 t0 683/. ioj. 4 d.\ paid on account the 30th October 1812, 

514/- 3 5 - 2 «. ; from 1812 to 1821, 1,410/. 13s. 10 d . ; making the balance appear 
to be due from this account to the Ballast Office, 398/. 7 s. 4d. 

147. Do you remember what was the item which is stated by Mr. Harvey’s 
account that they thought they could substantiate against the Corporation for the 
repairs of the Quays; in the account sent over by the Chamberlain, 52 5/. was 
the sum stated by them ; you make it 694/.? — I make it 683/. 10,?. 4 d. 

148. You allow more than they could substantiate, according to their own ac- 
counts,. do you not?— I allow them 160/. more. The Corporation offered 500/., 
which is above 100/. more than appears to be due. 

149. You have stated that it was in the year 1825 that the first correspondence, 
1 \ US -, e a ex P r , ess10 ^ between the public and them began respecting the Bal- 
last Office? — As well as I can recollect, about that period. 

150. But that there was no sum of money paid over to the Corporation after 
• the year 1821 ? — I believe not; not to my knowledge. 

, ^ 1 ’ ^ ter ■^ ovem h er J 83i there was no sum paid over? — I believe not. 

1,52. he Corpoiation, therefore, must have ceased receiving the money, rather 
than the other obliged them to give up their claim, is not that so?— The Corpora- 
tion ceased to receive the money after that period. 

*L was n0t ° n account °f an y adverse claim set up by the other party, 
was it? — No. 1 J 

15 ^- J, 11 * 3 expenditure on the quays ceased with Mr. Robert MTntire r— I be- 
lieve it did. 

155. On the appointment of the present secretary, they looked more accu- 
rately into the Act, and they thought they had no right to lay out more money 
on the quays? — Yes, I believe that was the case. 

156. Was there ever any demand from the Ballast Office committee to the Cor- 
poration, requiring or calling on them either to build or to finish the quays; are 
those the proceedings of the Ballast Office— [handing a Paper]?— They arl 

15,. Who was present? — “ Joseph Curry. 28th July 1810. The committee 
hainng met pursuant to requisition. Present, Joseph Curry. John Nicholson, James 
®a> -Lhoinas Davenport, Robert MTntire, secretary. Resolved, That the 
following Memorial be signed by the chairman, and. presented to the Mayor : To 

the 
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the Worshipful the Corporation of Londonderry, the Memorial of the Ballast Office 
committee showeth, That the funds already borrowed for the purpose of extending 
the quays being expended, the work must be discontinued, and what has been 
already done lost, unless they are supplied with more money ; Memorialists there- 
fore pray, that you will take into consideration the necessity of an immediate supply, 
to prevent the discontinuances of the work during the present very favourable 
weather. By orderof the committee. John Nicholson, chairman. January 1833. 

158. Is this paper from the Ballast Office ? — Yes. 

J 59 - Were you present when that Memorial was sent forward ? At the instance 
of the Ballast committee, 1 applied to the Corporation for the aid required, and at 
my instance the money was obtained and borrowed for the purpose of extending 
and improving the quays. 

160. From what source did the Ballast Office committee expect that those funds 
would be given? — They expected that the remuneration would be from the tonnage 



duty to the Corporation. 

161. When you say tonnage dues, do you mean the Ballast Office tonnage dues? 
— No, the Corporation tonnage dues. 

162. You were asked whether the steam-boats, in the event of their own quay 
being destroyed, might not make use of the public quays? They do always. 

163. If they do, ‘they must pay for them the same as any other vessel; they are 
not exempt? — They pay the tonnage duty go where they will. 

164. Then for the present, the steam-boats, who have a quay of their own, paying 
a tonnage duty to the Corporation, receive no benefit from the Corporation quays . 
— Not while they go to their own quay. It is not a quayage charged, it is a tonnage 
duty charged ; there is a distinction ; the quayage is considered a charge on goods 
landed on the quays, as the tonnage duty is for the use of the harbour, and not for 

the use of the quays , , ... . , . . 

165. You have had another paper put into your hand, which purported to be 
a correspondence which passed between the Ballast Office and the Corporation of 

r>e i66. ? Do 7e y S ou, as a member of the Ballast Office committee, and perfectly 
acquainted with the Act which appointed that committee, do you think that the 
Ballast Office would have been justified m acceding to such a proposition as was 
made to them by the Corporation ? — They did do it. 

167. Do you think, as a member of the Ballast Office committee, that tire 
Ballast Office were justified, or would have been justified, in acceding to such a 
proposition ?— I certainly think so, and did think so, or I would not have signed it. 

■ 168. Does the Act of Parliament, which appoints the Ballast Office, authorize 
you to expend any money for any other purpose than that of impiovtng the poit 
and rivers ^ — I believe not ; not that I am aware ot. . . „ * 

169 Would the building of a slip have improved the port and river of Derry ? 
—It would so ; I form my own opinion. 

170 You are asked also if, according to the constitution of the Ballast Office, 
the Ballast Office was not authorized to go to law and recover any sum of money 
which they thought was due to them?-! think they were authorized to go to law ; 
if I nut a n»ht construction on the Act, they have a right to sue and to be sued. 

rfTho e harbour o P en, do you P think they would have been justified in expend, 
any of those funds in law? — I think they would have been perfectly justified 

d t 7 l in ^efdo g you ST 3 Ee been "P-t thing for the Ballast 

t^eb funds which they are entitled 
t0 ^hey ffiSt by raising their tonnage to .he 

J the v would have had sufficient funds r— Quite sufficient. 

"T^Tould^tyn^ have got quite sufficient funds at Derry, without raising a 

lh ° Corporation of Derry, 

were the funds of the Ballast Office more than sufficient to meet the j d 

The funds of the Ballast Office were always sufiicicnt, because they never expended 
more than they were able to do with prudence. Would 

55 7 * 
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1 77. Would you have thought it prudent for the Ballast Office committee to have 
gone to law with the Corporation ?— I think it would have been prudent if they 
thought they were entitled ; as an individual only I speak. 

178. You have stated the cost of the first dredge boat was 1,220/. ?— To the 
best of my recollection. 

1 79. Have you any document to which you can refer? — I have no document* 
it would be impossible for me to have a document of so long a period of time • I 
believe it cost 1,220/. 

180. Will the books of the Corporation show this? — I do not know that thev 
will. 

181. Is there no document to which reference can be made, which will show 
the charge for building the first dredge boat? — I do not know that there is, I am 
sure ; as well as I recollect, I paid a good deal of attention to that boat ; it is only 
on memory I state it; 1 think the boat cost 1,220/. ; I think so. 

182. It appears there is a document in the Ballast Office which says the first 
boat cost 900 /. in building ; how do you reconcile that? — But that was exclusive 
of money paid for the castings by the chamberlain. 

1 83. Now, upon the rent ; have the goodness to state to the Committee what may 
be the value of the office occupied by the Ballast Office ? — I think the value of the 
office is not over rated at 30/. Irish : it is the most convenient place about the quay, 
and I think, if 1 wanted an office, I do not know that I would hesitate much about 
giving it ; if I could get a place cheaper I would take it. 

184. How does it happen the charge for rent has been allowed to sleep so lon<* ? 
— Because the property was the Corporation’s, and the two bodies were always 
considered the same ; I have mentioned a circumstance which must lead you to 
believe, that when the money was ordered to be paid over to the Corporation, 
I myself, although an alderman of the Corporation, refused it should be paid over ; 
the gentlemen of that office, not members of the Corporation, opposed me, in order 
to have it paid over. 

1 85. Go back to that communication which passed between the Ballast Office and 
the Corporation. It appears, on one occasion, that the vote, or rather that the 
resolution of the committee, was determined by the casting vote of the Chairman ? — 
I cannot ascertain that at this moment. 

186. Take the paper in your hand, and refer to it?— It was carried by a 
majority. 

187. There were only eight members present?— I think it very probable there 
may have been an omission in putting down a member. 

188. Was not Mr. Kelso present?— I rather think he was ; there are nine 
members here. 

1 89. Eight besides the chairman ? — Yes, there are. 

190. Have the goodness to see whether the persons who attended on the Com- 

mittee that day were in the habit of constantly attending on the committee of the 
Ballast Office ?■— I know I was always in the habit of attending, except occasionally, 
when I could not attend. It was my habit to attend at that period particularly, and 
A/rtr* eVe j^i * S ’ tbe cobector would attend, sometimes not, and sometimes he did. 
M Crea did Harvey did, Kelso did, Schoales did and Ramsay did. I do not say 
they attended always ; they generally did attend ; at least I know nothing to the 
contrary. . 0 

1 9 1. You have stated a Memorial was presented from the Ballast Office, calling 
on the Corporation to complete the quay ?— Yes. 

• t ^ iat memor i a l was presented, were not the merchants of Derry 

paid it hablt ° f payUlg rate for tbe use of those quays ?— Yes, they always 

193. If the merchants of Derry were in the habit of paying the quayage rate, 
was it not reasonable and fair for them to expect the Corporation would complete 
e quays. I think the Committee are confounding the two duties, the tonnage 
duty and quayage duty; they are two distinct things; the improvement of the 
harbour has nothing to do with the quays. 

194* These gentlemen who signed the Memorial to the Corporation were mer- 
chants of the city of Derry, were they not?— Yes. 

195. And they signed a Memorial, calling on the Corporation to complete the 
quays, or which quays the merchants of the city of Derrv always paid a quayage 

rate on landing their goods?— Yes. 

196. Was it not reasonable the persons so paying quayage should demand of the 
corporation to have the quays completed ?— I can explain that on recollection ; I at 

that 



Printed image digitised by the University of Southampton Library Digitisation Unit 




ON ACTS RELATING TO DERRY BRIDGE. • 25 



that period mentioned was a very extensive merchant, and I had a great deal of ship- 
ping, and carried on a very extensive trade. My ships, and many others, could not 
come near the quays ; it was besides necessary, that the improvement should be made 
that the ships could come to the quays ; for in some instances I have paid when my 
ships could not come to the quays, five, ten, fifteen and twenty pounds for landing 
flax-seed, &c. . , . , , 

197. Still the question remains unanswered; was it not reasonable that the 
merchants who were in the habit of paying the quay rate for the use of the quays, 
should ask the Corporation, who received those quay rates, to make the quays 
serviceable and in good order 1 — No doubt it was reasonable. ... 

198. And from what fund did they, when they made the application, expect 
that those expenses would be paid ?■ — They expected, as far as I know, an am 

pretty sure, from the money borrowed by the Corporation. • . 

199. On what security?— On the tonnage duty; for the payment of the interest 

of debts owing. _ . . , , 

200. By tonnage duty, then do you refer to the tonnage duty levied by the 

Corporation ? — To the tonnage duty levied by the Corporation. . . , 

201. And the Memorial was presented in 1810 ? — Yes; the Memorial is here 
itself. 
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Mcrcurii , 19’ die Junii , 1833. 
CAPTAIN THEOBALD JONES, 

IN THE CHAIR. 



Mr. James Gregg, called in ; and Examined. 

202. ARE you chamberlain to the Corporation of Derry ?— Yes. 

202. What is that Account?— [A Paper handed to the Witness.]— It is a debtor 
and creditor Account between the Corporation and the Bridge Committee of the 
receipt and expenditure. 

[The Witness delivered in the following Document] 

[At a subsequent period of the Examination this Account mas found to be incorrect, 
and, by permission of the Committee, was withdrawn .] 

204. State the nature of that Account ?— [Another Paper handed to the Witness .] 
—It is the Account of the total sum expended in the erection ol the Bridge. 

[The Witness delivered in the following Document.] 



An Account of the Total Sum expended in the Erection of the Bridge of Derry ; 
distinguishing the Amount, of said Sum advanced by the Corporation, and the Amount 
borrowed under the 30th Geo. 3, c. 3 1 • 

Total Sum expended appears in the Account of the Costs'! £■ 

and Disbursements ; viz. £. 16,594, and was all borrowed ,■ ib,594- 

by Corporation for said purpose J 



Mr. 

James Gregg. 
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205. What is that Account }— [Another Paper handed to the Witness]-;- That is 
the total amount borrowed for the Bridge purposes. 

[The Witness delivered in the following Document] 

An Account of the Total Amount borrowed for Bridge purposes of the Bridge of 
Derry under 30 Geo. 3, c. 3 1 . 

The Sum borrowed, as far as I have been able to ascertain, | 16,594. 

was about - -- -- -- -J 

James Gregg, Chamberlain. 



206 What is that Account?— [Another Paper is handed to the Witness]— It is 
an Account showing the sum expended in the repairs of the Bridge ; the gross 

amount is 49,660/. 7 ^* „ , - . . . .. . 

207 What is that?— [Handing a Paper to the Witness. J— An Account ol the 
the receipts of the toll of the Bridge; there is a total amount received of 



120,288/. 55. ga- 
ssy. 



208. Up 
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208. Up to what date? — February last or January ; it ended in January. 
[The Witness delivered in the following Document.'] 



Annual Account of the Receipts of the Toll of the Bridge of Derry, and Total 
Amount received up to the latest period such Account can be made up to. 



ir ending 






£. 


5. 


d. 


1 Year ending 




£. 




d. 


1st January 1792 - 


- 


C 530 


- 


- 


I 1st January 1817 - 


- 4,000 






— T 


1793 “ 


- 


1,470 


- 


- 


— 


I8l8 - 


- 3,920 






— 


1794 - 


■ - 


1,500 


- 


- 


— ■ 


1819 - 


- 4-050 


_ 


_ 


— 


1795 - 


- 


1,305 


- 


- 


— 


1820 " 


- 4 , 36 o 


_ 


_ 


— 


1796 - 


- 


1,400 


- 


- 


— 


1821 - 


" 4>055 


_ 


_ 


— 


1797 “ 


- 


i, 4’ 5 


— 


- 


— 


1822 - 




_ 




— 


1798 - 


- 


1,476 


- 


- 


— 


I823 - 


- 4,335 


_ 


_ 


— 


’799 - 


- 


1,500 


- 


- 


TT- 


1824 - 




_ 




— 


1800 - 


- 


i ,590 


— 


— 


— 


l825 - 








— 


1801 - 




>.569 


- 


- 


- 7 T- 


1826 - 




_ 




— 


1802 - 


- 


2,270 


— 


- 













— 


1803 *» 


- 


2,505 


- 


- 






£. 101,130 


_ 




— 


1804 - 


- 


2,700 


— 


— 














— 


1805 - 


- 


=,635 


- 


- 






£. 




d. 


— 


1806 - 


- 


2,865 


- 


- 




British 








— 


1807 - 


- 


2,900 


- 


- 


— 


1827 - 


- 3,800 


_ 




— 


1808 - 


- 


3,915 


— 


- 


— 


1828 - 




_ 




— 


1809 - 


- 


3,020 


- 


- 


— 


1829 - 


- 3.850 


_ 


_ 


— 


1810 - 


- 


3,205 


- 


- 


— 


1.830 - 


- 3,950 


- 


_ 







- 


3,530 


- 


- 


— 


1831 - 


- 3.850 


- 


_ 


— 


1812 - 


- 


3,455 


- 


- 


— 


1832 - 




_ 


_ 


— 


1813 - 


- 


3,525 


- 


- 


— 


1833 - 


- 3,888 






— 


1814 - 


- 


3.580 


- 


- 












— 


1815 - 


. - 


i ,750 


- 


- 






£. 120,288 






— 


1816 - 


- 


4,200 


- 


- 













James Gregg, Chamberlain. 



209. This is the expenditure account; what is that?— [Another Paper handed 
to the Witness.] — It is an Account of the amount of the debt contracted for the 
Bridge purposes, which has been repaid. 

210. It does not appear that any has been repaid? — No. 

[The Witness delivered in the following Paper.] 

An Account of the Amount of Debt contracted for Bridge purposes of the Bridge of 
Derry, which has been repaid. 

The Securities passed to the several individuals, for the repayment of the Sums 
borrowed for the building of the Bridge have, from time to time, been exchanged, 
assigned or transferred so that I cannot state, with precision, whether any of the 
original securities are outstanding. 

James Gregg, Chamberlain. 



211. State what that is ?— [Another Paper handed to Witness.]— It is an Account 
of the amount funded by the Corporation, under the 54th of George 3, 500/. 

212. State the amount which ought to have been funded?— The amount, with 
interest, as calculated tp this period, is 20,971/. 1.3 s. 

[The Witness delivered. in the following Paper.], 

An Account of the Amount funded by the Corporation of Londonderry, under the 
54th Geo. 3, c. 230 ; also the Amount which ought to have been funded, and the 
entire sum which such Accumulation would have amounted to, with Interest to the 
2d of February 1833. 

Amount funded - - , - _ - £. 500 - - 

Amount which ought to have been funded, with Accu-\ ■” 
mutation, if the Corporation had the means - -J *" 2Q >97 1 ~ 

James Gregg, Chamberlain. 

213. State 
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213. State what that Account, is? — [Another Paper handed to Witness.'] — An Mr. 

Account of the amount repaid of the sum advanced by Government. Jams Gregg. 

214. Has auy of it been repaid? — £.1,633. *6- 10. — ' j” ne 

215. That is, two instalments have been paid?- -Yes ; the payments were sus- 
pended. 

216. The instalments have only been paid recently? — Yes ; an order was given 
by the Treasury, in 1821, suspending the payment of the money issued 5 and it was 
not again demanded till 1 830. 

217. And then no payment was made until 1832? — I paid one last January. 

218. Can you state when those two instalments were paid? — One was paid on 
the 1st of January last, and the other on the 1st of January 1 832. . 

219. But from the time that the money was borrowed from Government up to 
the year 1832, no money was paid? — None. 

220. Was there any demand made for that money at that time ? — None. 

221. Was there any demand made on the Corporation for that money since the 
building of the bridge?' — There was a demand made, in a correspondence, in 1821. 

222. By whom? — By the Excise Office. 

223. Was there an application made by the Corporation to the Treasury ? — ■ 

There was. 

224. Was there a minute of the Treasury, suspending any claim on the part of 
Government ? — Yes. 

225. For desiring the collector of Excise not to press or interfere ? — Yes. 

226. The Act of Parliament required that you should repay that money at cer- 
tain periods? — It did. 

227. Peremptorily? — Yes. 

228. You never did repay any of that till 1830? — No. 

229. Proceedings were taken by the Irish Society against the Corporation ? — 

Yes ; and 500 /. was lodged in the name of the Governor of the Irish Society 
and myself. 

230. In what year was that funded?— In 1830 I think it was; the proceedings 
were commenced in 1828. 

[The Witness handed in the following Paper:] 

An Account of the Amount repaid of the Sum advanced by Government to the 
Corporation of Londonderry, in the year 1815; 

£.1,633. 16s. 10 d. 

James Gregg, Chamberlain. 

N.B.— An order for suspending the payment of this money was issued by the Treasury in 
1821, and not demanded again until 1830. 



231. ' State to the Committee what that Account is 1 — [Another Paper handed to 

Witness .] An Account, showing the additional charge on the Bridge of Derry, in 

consequence of the instalments not having been paid to Government at the time 
required by the 54th of Geo. 3, c. 230 ; 2,492 /. 6 s. 2 d. 

[The Witness delivered in the Account.] 

232. There is another Account ; state what that is ?— Money borrowed on de- 
benture, under the 54th Geo. 3, c. 230. 

[The Witness delivered in the following Paper.] 

An Account of any Money borrowed under 54 Geo. 3, c. 230, and secured by De- 
bentures on the Tolls of the Bridge of Derry ; also the application of the Money. 

No Money was borrowed in Debenture. 

James Gregg, Chamberlain. 



233. What is that ?— [An Account shown to Witness .] — An Account of the 
receipts and expenditure of the tonnage dues, under the 30th Geo. 3, under the same 
Act, under the Bridge Act. 

[The Witness delivered in the following Paper.] 

5 . 57 - 11 2 iK 
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An Annual Account of the Receipts and Expenditure of Tonnage Dues under the 
30th Geo. 3, c. 31. 

The following Sums were received by the Corporation from the Tonnage Dues levied under 
said Act; viz. 



In 



1790 - 

1791 - 

1792 • - 

1793 " 

1794 " 

1795 - 

1796 - 

*797 - 



1798 

1799 

1800 

1801 

1802 

1803 

1804 

1805 

1806 

1807 

1808 

1809 

1810 
■1811 



£. 138 


In 1812 


204 


1813 


252 


1814 


204 


1815 


210 


1816 


185 


1817 


263 


1818 


228 


1819 


238 | 


1820 


303 


1821 


317 


1822 


3H 


1823 


3 1 4 


1824 


3>4 


1825 


3H 


1826 


314 


1827 


314 


1828 


3H 


1829 


3M 


1830 


246 


1831 


454 


1832 


391 ! 





397 

347 

286 

393 

390 

408 

497 

464 

354 

387 
400 

388 

450 

32,5 

468 

439 

541 

504 



The following Sums were expended by the Corporation in addition to the Quays; viz. 

In 1794 - - In building the Wooden Wharf - f. 1,216. 

1802 - - In building the North Quay - 3,675. 

1811 - - In building the Middle Quay - - - - 7,777. 

In making up the account current it appears, that 8,410/. 6 s. Irish was due to the Cor- 
poration on this account in November 1831. There were further sums expended by the 
Corporation in buoying the river, but these sums were paid by the Chamberlain, and mixed 
up with the general accounts of the Corporation, and it would be extremely difficult to make 
this account out. 



234. There are two distinct tonnage dues collected in the Port of Derry ? — 
There are. 

235. One is by the Corporation, and that account relates to the Corporation 
tonnage dues ? — It does. 

236-7. You state in the return to this account that there is a sum of 8,410/. 6 s. 
still due to the Corporation ? — So I think. 

238. How do you make up that account? — By debiting the tonnage with a sum 
laid out by us in building and enlarging the quays, making entirely new quays for 
the Port of Derry, in which I charge the tonnage with the interest of the money. 

239. Was it not possible to have furnished an account of the expenditure of the 
money? — It was laid out and paid over to the Ballast Office committee, borrowed 
by us, and paid over 8,000/., all in one year. 

240. To what Ballast Office ? — To the secretary of the Ballast Office committee, 
to.be expended in building the quays ; before that there was a very indifferent quay 
in Derry. 

241. State what sums of money have been advanced by Government at different 
times for these quays ? — It is so long ago I do not know. 

Mr. William Haslett, called in ; and Examined. 

Mr. 242. ARE you a merchant at Derry ? — Yes. 

William Haslett, 243. Are you a resident ? — Yes. 

244. Has your attention been particularly called to the port charges of Derry, 

and at what time? — They have been long the subject of. conversation ; but my at- 
tention was particularly called to them in 1 825, from the circumstance of my hav- 
ing at that time become secretary to the Chamber of Commerce : it was owing 
to that circumstance more than from any interest I have directly in the port charges 
that my attention was called to them. I am not a ship owner, nor likely to be. 

245-6. Will you state to the Committee what the nature of these port charges 
was ? — You will allow me to refer to the document 1 hold in my hands : there were 

at 
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at that time, and still are, three charges ; one was distinguished by the name of Mr. 
Quayage or Wharfage, a charge on goods levied by the Corporation, as they at that » llham Huslei l - 
time stated, as the lessees of the lords of the soil, the Irish Society. I had better 
quote the words of Sir George Hill ; they alleged, “ it was an ancient charge, incident 
to the lordship of the soil, conveyed by the Crown to the Irish Society, and leased by 
them to the Corporation the amount of this charge at the time that 1 allude to 
we had no particular means of ascertaining with accuracy ; but it was believed to 
be from 800/. to 1,000/. 

247. Annually ? — Annually. 

248. Was that the only charge of which you complained? — That was the only 
charge on goods landed in the Port of Derry ; but besides that there were twoother 
charges ; the first was a tonnage duty upon ships, granted to the Corporation under 
the 30th of George the Third, chap. 31, amounting at that time to 450/.; and 
the third was a similar tonnage duty, granted to a committee, who were appoint- 
able by the Corporation, and designated the Ballast Office Committee; this tax 
was similar in amount precisely, (so far as tonnage duty went) to that granted to 
the Corporation ; there was something additional for licensing boats I think, 
amounting to about 50/. a year, amounting in all to 500/. At the time I speak 
of, these charges altogether amounted to something like 1,800 1. to 2,000/., besides 
pilotage, which was not one of the charges alluded to. 

249. Did the Chamber of Commerce take any steps relative to these charges, 
and what was the result?— We did in 1825; we addressed the mayor on the sub- 
ject, and requested to know from him the amount of the quayage and tonnage dues, 
and the favour of a conference on the subject of the appointment of the Ballast 
Office committee. This led to a conference, not with the mayor, but with Sir 
George Hill, the then representative of the city, and recorder of the Corporation, 
and we stated through him, and afterwards by letter to the mayor, the grounds on 
which we thought we had a right to complain of these charges : we first com- 
plained of wharfage as being greater than that at other ports. In the second 
place, with reference to the first tonnage duty, that levied by the Corporation, 
we complained that the whole of that tax was levied oft’ the trade, and no part ot 
it expended for the port and harbour, the purposes for which the Act authorizing 
that levy directed it to be used, that the whole of it in fact was expended on the 
quays, their own property. 

250. You complained it was so expended ?— We complained of its being ex- 
pended in quays, their own property, to the exclusion of the port and harbour, for 
which we conceived it was originally intended. 

251. The whole of it was expended on the quays ?— Yes, as far as we know, we 
never had any account ; I can only say so far as we know. Then our third com- 
plaint was, that the tonnage duty granted to the committee appointed by the Cor- 
poration was also misapplied, inasmuch as only a portion of it was used for the 
port and harbour; at least half of it, as we had reason to believe, was also ex- 
pended on the property of the Corporation, or paid into their hands. 

252. What result followed that conference of your’s with the Corporation? I wish 
to add one other observation that we made to the Corporation as to what we conceived 
was the reason of the misapplication of the funds of theBallastOffice. W e complained 
that the Ballast Office was improperly constituted ; that it consisted of persons not 
merchants ; that the secretary, who also held the office of quay-master under the Cor- 
poration was a member of the committee, and (I see it stated here, I have it not in 
mv recollection,) that of the individuals who composed the committee, there was 
only one merchant unconnected with the Corporation; and further, that the collector 
of the port and representative of the city, who were by law ex ojjicio members ot 
the Ballast Office, were both members of the Corporation. The answer was con- 
veyed through Sir George Ilill, and as far as it alluded to the first charges, namely, 
quayage, I have already quoted his words. He added, “ it could not be reduced 
by the tenant to the injury thereby of the reversionary interest of the landlord. 

The difficulty on that score we subsequently had obviated, having had a communi- 
cation from the Irish Society, stating that they had no objection to its reduction. 

253. Do you happen to know if this communication was ever made to the Cor- 
poration? — I do not know. , T mi 1 

254. The Irish Society did not say in their answer they did?— I will read the 

answer, ' .... u . n 9 r n> Q 

2^ What was the date of that communication from Sir George nillf — ine 

Is?. ■> 3 
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date was 5 November 1825 ; the date of the letter from the society was a consider- 
able time subsequent, the 29th January 1827. 

256. They (the Irish Society) agree to reduce the duty in that answer? — 

[The Witness reads it as follows.'] 



Sir, Irish Chambers, Guildhall, 29th January 1827. 

I am instructed by the Court of Assistants of the honourable the Irish Society, to inform 
you that the Court, on the 19th instant, came to the following Resolution. 

“ Resolved, That this Court are willing to accede to such measures as may be 
adopted by the Corporation of Londonderry, for the purpose of diminishing the Port 
Duties agreeably to the prayer of the Memorial presented to this Court by the Chamber 
of Commerce on that subject 

“ John Acheson Smyth, Esq. “ I am, Sir, your most obedient servant, 

Londonderry.” R. Slade, Secretary.” 



We have stated, in our Memorial to the Society, the answers we had received 
from the Corporation, dwelling on their statement that they were unwilling to 
reduce the charge of quayage, to the injury of their landlords; calling the particular 
attention of the Society to that point. 

257. Did you take steps in 1826, with respect to these charges, and if you did, 
will you state what was the result? — In 1826 we again applied to the Corporation 
upon the subject, but as we did not receive a very courteous reply, we did not 
pursue the subject further. 

258. Did you make any communication to the Corporation relative to that 
answer of the Irish Society sanctioning the reduction ? — The communication was 
made to us through Mr. Slade, secretary to the society; whether he made a similar 
communication to the Corporation I do not know. 

259. Was there a communication of that made in the shape of a letter to the 
Corporation ? — I do not know whether the then secretary, Mr. Davenport, did or 
not; I think not. I said the society’s interest was put forward, as a reason for not 
reducing the quayage ; whether the society’s letter was communicated or not I 
cannot tell. I have no doubt that, in point of fact, they know it. I have no reason 
to know that it was formally communicated. 

260. You have read Mr. Slade’s letter from a printed Report; when was that 
Report published r — It is dated January 1828, and probably was not published 
until February in that year. 

26 1 . Will you have the goodness to state to the Committee whether you had any 
object except an endeavour to reduce the charges which affected your trade in 
Derry ? — I do not know any object I could have had, nor that the Chamber of 
Commerce could have had ; we have been set down as general opponents of the 
Corporation, yet I am not aware that the Chamber, as a body, or I, as an individual, 
have ever taken any steps except for the purpose of attaining a distinct object in 
which we felt that the public was interested. 

262. Was it not made a charge against the Chamber of Commerce, that they did 
not pursue this inquiry with the Corporation with sufficient energy? — Most strongly, 
and a number of the members of the Chamber of Commerce seceded from it on 
the ground that the Chamber of Commerce were temporizing with the Corporation, 
and the charge was made against myself individually repeatedly. 

263. Were any steps taken in 1827, and if so, will you state them to the Com- 
mittee, as to endeavouring to reduce the port charges? — In 1827 there were strong 
resolutions entered into in consequence of the Corporation declining to reduce the 
quayage, the import of which was to support the owners of private quays in pro- 
curing a license to land their goods at their. respective wharfs. The object we had 
in view was, by introducing a competition, to oblige the Corporation to reduce the 
rates. 

264. Had this, in point of fact, the effect of reducing the rates ? — The rates, 
were reduced in 1828, and I think it was attributable to that circumstance ; and 
not only did the trade of Derry receive advantage by the reduced rates, but it re- 
ceived facilities for trade which, by a reference to this map, may be easily seen to 
be of much greater advantage. [The Witness refers to a Plan.] 

265-: At whose expense were the other quays made?: — At the expense of the 
owners of the property. 

266. They are private property ?— Yes. 

267. Do 
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267. Do they charge other persons for landing goods? — They use the same right 
of ownership over those quays as over their houses or any other property. 

268. Do the Corporation receive emolument from the public quays ? — They do : 
no, they are sold; they were sold in consequence of the embarrassments of the 
Corporation. 

269. How were they held by the Corporation ? — That I cannot tell ; they were 
held under the Society. 

270. On a determinable lease ? — I believe on a determinable lease ; the tonnage 
duty, of which we complain, and which we seek should be discontinued, was, 
according to the allegations of the Corporation, expended on those three quays. 
[Pointing to the Map.] 

271 . Has this alteration had the effect of reducing the quayage rate to the mer- 
chants of Derry ? — It has. 

272. What has been the alteration ? — I cannot tell generally; I have brought 
with me the present charges, and I have taken three or four items ; flax for one 
article was 10 d. formerly, and is now 5 d. per ton. 

273. This is a quayage? — Yes; sugar was formerly 4 d. per hogshead, it is now 
3 d. ; tea, the six chests, were formerly 3 d., they are now 1 d. ; tobacco was 9 d. 
a hogshead, and is now 5</. 

274. Was it under any of those laws relative to the bridge, to the tonnage, or 
under any of the private Acts of Parliament, that you were obliged to go to the 
quays, and pay that quayage ?— It was not. 

275. Was it not that the Corporation, under the regulation of the law, had a 
monopoly of the quays, they charged a high price, and when that monopoly was 
broken up by private competition, you procured a reduction of 50 per cent. ; is not 
that the substance of your complaint ?— That is not stating the case fairly. 

276. What is the case ? — What we complain of now, is not the charge we pay for 
quayage. 

277. You complained in 1825 of the charge you then paid for quayage ?— Yes ; 

but we have answered the purpose of that complaint in effecting a reduction ; we 
now complain that the tonnage duty granted in 1790, for the improvement of the 
port river and harbour of Londonderry, is still collected, though the Corporation do 
not expend on the port and. river one farthing, and although they have no quays to 
expend it upon. ^ . 

278. What has the rate of quayage charged then or now by the Corporation to 
do with that complaint?— I do not think it has any thing to say to it, provided the 
Corporation, receiving quayage, had not charged the public with the expense of 

fbe quays. ^ difference 0 f w i lat t he Corporation received, those tonnage duties, 
and what they expend on the maintenance of the place, and what they expend, is 
there a great disproportion between the two?— They cannot; they have no quays 
of their own, and they do not expend the tonnage duty on the port and harbour. , 

280 Where do they receive it?— They have an office appropriated for this pur- 
pose and the Act will shew you the collector of the port is forbidden to furnish the 
necessary papers to any vessel, until the owner brings his certificate of having paid 
the tonnage dues. . - v 

281. They are collected independently of the quayage r— Yes. 

282. How is the money now appropriated by the Corporation?— I really do not 
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283. Is that the subject of complaint? — It is, that they collect, and do not 
appropriate them to the purposes of the Act. 

284. You complain too, that they appropriate the money as they ought not, and 
do not expend it on a public purpose ; they put it in their pockets, or spend it. on 
other purposes r— Nobody charges them with putting it in their pockets what we 
complain of is, that having received it in 1790 for a special purpose, namely, 
the improvement of the port, river and harbour, that they, being at the same time 
the possessors of the quays, laid it out on the quays, thereby miprovmg their own 
property, to the exclusion of the port and harbour ; that in 1808, no part of this 
money having been expended on the port and harbour, the Corporation applied to 
Parliament for a second tonnage duty, which second tonnage duty is now under the 
direction of the committee appropriated, for the purpose for which we say, the first 

tonnage duty ought to have been applied. 

281. You were understood to state there were no quays to expend this first 
5 J7 . r 4 tonnage 
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tonnage duty upon ? — There are no quays at present in the hands of the Corpo- 
ration. 

2 80. How long has that state of things existed in Derry, that the Corporation 
had no place on which to expend those first tonnage duties? — They have had no 
quays since November 1831, but they did not expend any money upon them even 
when in their possession since the year 1811. 

287. Is there an inadequate accommodation in the port, harbour and river, in 
consequence of this kind of expenditure? — No, I do not think there is; I think 
it is a diminished expense we want; not an increased accommodation. 

288. They have appropriated them to one purpose, but you think they ought to 
have appropriated it to the port and harbour generally ? — We say they were commis- 
sioners, and that even before they got rid of the quays, they did not put the tonnage 
duties to the uses they ought to have been applied to. 

289-. To which it was required to be applied by the Act of Parliament ? — Yes. 

290. Did the body with which you are connected conceive that the expenditure 
of any part of these tonnage duties on the quays was a legitimate expenditure? — 
I do not know with regard to the word legitimate ; we did not think it an equitable 
expenditure; it may be according to law, but we did not think it was equitable. I 
have not said it was contrary to law. 

291. Refer to the Act of Parliament, the 52d section, and read it? — {The Witness 
does jo.] 

292. The purpose for which the money was granted appears to have been for the 
improvement of the port, river and the preservation of the harbour? — -That appears 
in the 53d section. 

293. Turn to the appropriation clause; the quays seem to be the third objects; 
the improvement of the river and the harbour the first? — Yes. 

294. As they have those three objects in this appropriation, the quays, harbour 
and port, is it believed or suspected that any portion of this money so collected was 
appropriated to any purpose not coming within those three heads ? — Why I do not 
know, as the accounts have never been rendered to me, except what 1 have seen 
to-day. 

295. Do they suspect that these monies have been appropriated to any other 
purpose than those three legitimate purposes? — I believe that they have been ex- 
pended for one of the purposes. I have no doubt the Corporation have expended, 
since the Act of 1 790, as much money on the quays as they have received from the 
tonnage duty. 

296. They have appropriated the whole of it to one of the purposes? — Yes. 

297. It comes, then, to the question, whether they have applied the monies 
judiciously or injudiciously ? — That I do not think is the question at all. 

298. You do not charge them with having expended this money for other pur- 
poses except one of the three stated in the Act of Parliament; you state that they 
have expended the money, therefore it only becomes a question of whether it has 
been expended in the best mode under three heads or not, does it not? — I do not 
think so ; I do not think it is a question whether it is more judicious or otherwise, 
I will tell you why : first, this money was evidently intended for the port and har- 
bour, and should not have been expended on the quays until it was found the 
wharfage received for those quays was inadequate: secondly, though they (the 
Corporation) may have had the power of expending it from year to year, they could 
have had no right to borrow money on this fund, in the mean time applying to 
other purposes money received for wharfage, a separate fund arising from these 
very quays. I have stated that since 1790, they had expended as much money on 
the quays as they received from the tonnage duties, but they were receiving two 
funds for the quays; one of them was a legitimate fund for the use of the quays, 
namely, the wharfage. 

299. How do you shew that to be a legitimate fund? — Because those who used 
the quays ought to pay for them, and they do pay for them, and did pay nearly the 
amount of 1,000/. a year, in the shape of a quayage rate. I have no wish to press 
the matter as to any sum being due to the public, for I think the Corporation stand 
in a position that every thing ought to be construed liberally towards them. 

300. Those quays were not public property ? — They were not ; with all the im- 
provements which have been put on them by the grants from the Crown and the 
money of the public, they have passed into the hands of a private individual. 

301. They were leased to the Corporation, and they sold them? — Yes, they 
were disposed of for the benefit of their creditors. 

302. Originally 
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302 Originally a sum of money was granted by the Irish Parliament, and laid 

I can state it from an extract 
made from the Irish Statutes ; 1,600/. was granted by the 5th of Geor e lhe 3d. 

304. Do you know for what purpose that was granted 14 was granted jith 

,,3001. by the Jth of George the 3 d, to the Right honourable 
towards widening and enlarging the qua, of Londonderry, to be accounted for to 
Parliament. There were two further sums one of 1,000 1, by the 1 1th of George 
the 3 d, to the Right honourable Francis Andrews and Hugh .Hill, «*’ towards 
widening and enlarging the quay of Londonderry, to be a, ccoun ted for t„ Pailm 
ment The fourth grant of 6oo l. 155. was bythellthand 1 2th ot Geo ge the 30, 
granted to the same parties as the last, “for finishing and completing the quay ot 
Derry, pursuant to a plan formerly laid before the House of Coinmo .. 

•705. That amounts altogether to how much ?“**• 4i.?90- 1 ->• , c _ 

306. Has any other public money been expended on the quays .. £.1, P 

pears in 1794; by this account of the Corporation, 3,675 l- » ibos, and m 18U, 

3 7 07 And all the time this public money was expended in iurproving 
the persons who used the quays had to pay a quayage late?— Yes, besides those 

Ch 3*08 S> Have the goodness to state if these quays are still the property of the 
Corporation, or not l-The, are not; they are the property of Mr. Smith. 

| Mil l' " llThllifoVto C, >' * V"' ! " — in 

k ™4. to'to , V I:..,. If to to M . today .to . - 

newed ?— I do not know indeed. Corporation, or any of 

315. Do money on their jU- 

party 1 thrir rent had beL considerably raised ?-I have heard so from members of 

“ P Do' ‘you happen to know if that rent was raised from 22 /. to 630 L i- 

I have heard so. borrowed by the Corporation un- 

. 3>7- Yon mean ' by puW« money.^^ J t0 be , aid {mm the tonnage 

dues?^— ^conside^the^money d^btor^^^av^made^n 

the Act of '79“ “ P“ bPc Ql ““7ay, but°I cannot vouch for its accuracy, by which 
account as nearly as l con £ (if there was no other money appropriated to the 

payr^i7of^experidihjre ^ that'wdncli^H^^admitted^w'as^ai^^^of 
t"Stt by Office purpose of “hese quays, namely, 1,924!.; there would 

not be Irish Society increased the rental 

31 8. You have sta teci yo j heard of a considerable increase.' 

fr T,„“Th7 fas u^onthe.entireof the property; it did not apply to the quays 
alone ?-Yes ffS the Corporation to borrow any money on 

thf ^edi^of & thf tomragc dues ?— Not, so far as 1 know ; I believe it does not; I 
am sure there is 110 clause to t mt e ec . 1700, which relates to 

th^idle r -r^’toils and borrow 

m0 3 n 2l ? Iut fte subsequent part of the Act relating to tonnage dues, neither gives 
P °^. f Wj£»” "s^peSd Parliament ?7w e petitioned Parliament, 
for the first time, in 1830. £ 324. What 
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324. What were the grounds of your complaint at that time? — That was the first 
occasion in which we interfered, so far as the bridge was concerned ; 1 do not think 
there was any thing new in it, as regarded the tonnage duties ; I think it was much 
the same as before. 

325. Will you make a short statement of the grounds on which the mercantile 
interests of Derry conceived that they should not continue to pay these tonnage 
dues? — We have always conceived, as I have already stated in the first instance 
that the quays, being strictly private property, public money could not be levied 
for the purpose of being expended on that property, and increasing the value of that 
property ; we are of opinion, in the second place, that the grant was made to be 
expended year by year (if at all in that way), and that there is no reason now, when 
the possibility of further expenditure has ceased, that the levy should continue- 
and we contend, in the third place, that the levy should not continue, because we 
say, if an account is entered into, supposing they had a right to expend it on the 
quays, if they, the Corporation, give credit for the quayage they have received 
and the money the sale of the quays produced, they have been paid their expendi- 
ture twice over. 

' 326. Did you not express an opinion, a few' minutes ago, that if a fair account 
was taken, and the money received was given credit for, there would be 1,000/. 
due? — I spoke of the tonnage only. 

327. As to the second branch of your case, if the Corporation had had to depend 
on the annual collection of the tonnage, and were not at liberty to have forestalled 
that annual collection, could they have made any reasonable improvement what- 
ever upon the quays ? — Why, at the time they laid out 1,216/. they had 1,092/. 
in hand. 

# 3 2 8. They must have stopped at the end of 1,016 ? — I speak of the first expen- 
diture. 

329. If they had done that on the first occasion they must have stopped at the 
end of that, and could not have made good that portion? — They could have expended 
money I presume in the way those who have private wharfs now expend it. 

330. They could not have expended money on account of the tonnage duties?— 
I think they could not. 

331. But could they have carried on any one of these expenditures in your 
opinion? — It is quite clear they could not expend monies they had not received 
without borrowing. 

332. You deny then the right of borrowing, consequently they could not expend 
it at all ?— I say they have no right. 

333- Does the Act of Parliament give them power to borrow ? — No. 

334. Do you conceive there is a fund out of which they have the power of doing 
certain acts; they are notentitled by the equity of the case to borrow money for the 
purpose of doing those acts to be repaid as it comes in afterwards ? — That is a legal 
question. 

335. The Corporation have disposed of the quays, the quays have passed into 
the hands of a private individual ? — They have. 

336. The money was originally granted for the purpose of improving the port 
and river, and in the appropriation clause improving the quays of Londonderry ? — 
Yes, it was permitted to be expended upon the quays. 

337. The whole of the money collected, as far as we can ascertain from accounts 
put in here has been expended on the quays ? — The whole of the money, as far as 
that account goes, has been expended for one purpose only, namely, the quays, and 
that on a property which was improving, the private property of the Corporation. 

338. For the purpose of preserving and improving the Port of Londonderry, 
another fund has been created by Parliament ’—There has by 48th Geo. 3, 

339* that the reason of the Corporation not expending money they now collect 
as tonnage dues according to that Act of Parliament of 1790? — I suppose there is 
nothing to prevent them expending it on the port and harbour, but they do 
not do it. 

340. Is it necessary they should expend any on the port and harbour ? — Not in 
the least. 

341. Tonnage dues are collected by the Ballast Office; and the maximum of 
tonnage dues collected by the Ballast Office would be more than sufficient to pre- 
serve and improve the river and harbour? — It would ; since the change in the 
Ballast Office no money is expended but for legal purposes, and the charge 

made' 
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made by them has been lately reduced in the proportion which has been before 

mentioned. . . . " 

342. The Corporation, having no longer any quays, have no longer any legitimate 
inode of expending money they collect in the way of tonnage dues ?— I think not ; 

I think they do not allege themselves that they have ; their allegation is, that they 
have already expended money which has not been repaid them. 

343. And the Act of Parliament never authorized them to borrow money or 

mortgage their quays?— I believe not. . . _ j 

344. Up to what period did the Ballast Office keep up their full tonnage?— I do 
not know whether they made any reduction previous to last year, but last year 
they made the large reduction alluded to. 

345. It was in 1825 that the Ballast Office was reformed ; m November 1831 
they first made their reductions ? — Yes, I believe so, I am not a member of the 

Ballast Office. , , , ■ , , , 

346 The present Ballast Office have reduced their charges ?— They have in 
some instances to something like one-third, in others to half, in other instances 

perhaps not so much. „ . , . . „ , 

347 Only collecting a sufficiency ?— For the purpose of doing the necessaiy work 
of the port and harbour which any body may see does not require much. 

348 Do you recollect at any time previous to 1 825, when you first complained 
that the merchants of Derrvever called on the Corporation to raise a sum of money 
for the purpose of enlarging or extending the quays to give more extended accom- 
modation ?— I heard it stated yesterday ; I have heard the same thing before. 

340 You do not know it of your own knowledge ?— It was not the merchants of 
Derry generally, but the Ballast Office committee, who memorialized, but it is quite 

possible such might have been the case. . .. 

It was the Ballast Office committee?— I would have no objection joining 
at any time in calling on the Corporation, telling them they were receiving a large 
revenue and ought to lay out something on the quays ; assuming that the doctrine 
of the Corporation is correct, namely, that the tonnage dtit.es are alone responsible 
for the expenditure on the quays since the period of its enactment; I believe that 
to be the Corporation doctrine ; assuming that to be the fact, and taking that ac- 
count as debtor, I say that the Corporation are not minus, on their own showing, 

1 000 L though they have since received 5,000 f. for these quays. 

351. Taking that account, did you take any items except those that were in the 
r'nrnnration account! — How could I. 

“ Do you make any allowance for an, sum not m that return ; did you take 
* into consideration any sui of money said to be received from the Ballast Office ?- 

1 d i d „ That sum of 1,924!. is acknowledged to have been received from the Bal- 
last Office?— Yes; I take that sum which is alleged to be paid by the Ballast 
Office to the Corporation for these quays, this 1,924/. 

° 354 That sum of 1,924/. is acknowledged to have been paid ; did you take that 
into your considereation ? Yes. 

fl Do y yo^knowof°any other sums on the other side of the account aUeged to 
have been advanced by the Corporation to the Ballast Office?— No I do not. 

, 47 You heard yesterday a charge against them of a dredge machine, and as to 
the expense of an Act of Parliament, and as to the rent and various demands ; yon 
d d not mke any of these into your consideration in constructing the balance 1- 
I lithe took into consideration what the Corporation claimed m the.r hands, no 
1 u he Ballast Office improperly expended on the quays, which has been returned 
r» me ; naS! 5 35 t Z 652 1 , tbe half of 1,304!., expended for joint purposes. 

1 T48 "You did nomke ' inta'lcount' “the demand the Corporation had against the 
B JS Office for money advanced to or for them ?-No, I never heard of any 
,40 Did you take the dredge macbineP-Nine hundred and fifty pounds. No 
I did not I conceive this sum would be overbalanced by the sums I have Just 
raenlned ; I do not conceive that 950/. 10*. ?! d. mentioned m the books should 

he nut down 1,200 /. from recollection. . . „ , . • . , 

3 P 6o Upon the account you drew, what items were put in it 1-1 put into that 
account tonnage duty received under the Act of 1790, and I put the money acknow- 
Scd to have boeJ paid by the Ballast Office, and alleged to have been paid for 
. the purpose of improving these very quays. ^ yj JV ; n g 
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Mr. 361. Having taken into consideration the sum acknowledged on one side, you 

William Haslctt. took then into consideration the sum acknowledged on the other ? — I have taken 

1,924/. into the account, the sum paid by the Ballast Office to the Corporation for 

.19 June, the quays; the balance acknowledged, I believe, by the committees of the Corpora- 

* 33 ' tion and the Ballast Office was 1,300/. or 1,450/. We have no disposition to dis- 
pute any item that is in these accounts ; but I think it would be unfair to add to 
these items any thing on the recollection of a gentleman, which may have been 
without his knowledge, added in some other way, or to some other account. ’ 

William Boyd, Esq., called in ; and Examined. 

William Boyd, 362. WILL you explain to the Committee the nature of the quayage and of the 
Esq. tonnage duty.? — The Corporation of Derry held the quays under a lease from the 
Irish Society ; they derived a revenue under that lease created by a toll or tax levied 
for landing or embarking goods on those quays, and, as a consideration for that toll 
the Corporation of Derry, as lessees, were bound to keep the quays in repair ; and 
that if they kept the quays in repair they fully discharged the obligation imposed upon 
them, -whether expressed in the grant or implied ; I conceive then if any surplus re- 
venue arose from that quayage, the Corporation having fully discharged the obliga- 
tion of repair, it became the property of the Corporation to dispose of to other pur- 
poses. if they pleased. That being the case, the Act of 1790 was passed, which 
created the tonnage duties; and then a question appears to have arisen before the 
Committee as to the proper application of these tonnage duties. The Act of Parlia- 
ment clearly regards the quays as one object of the application of these tonnage 
duties, and I apprehend the question solely before the Committee now is not so 
much whether the Corporation had a right to expend tonnage duties on the quays, 
the Act of Parliament having permitted such an expenditure, but whether having 
expended a large sum in the erection of new quays they have any claim on the 
tonnage duties now. 

• 363. To what purpose then were the tonnage duties applicable ?— I conceive 
they were applicable for the improvement of the port and harbour and of the quays. 
I have heard it stated, that the Corporation expended various sums of money in 
the erection of these quays, and that they seek now to hold these tonnage duties 
granted by Act of Parliament to reimburse themselves for that expenditure, or, in 
other words, instead of applying to the quays yearly the annual amount .of the 
tonnage dues, they have anticipated that revenue by some years, and are now seek- 
ing to repay themselves by annual perception of those tonnage duties, together 
with the interest on the capital they had out laid on the quays. 

364- Then you mean, if these tonnage duties were to be laid out (leaving out of 
the question the words of the Act Parliament) they were to be employed in such 
additions to the quays, as they by their lease were not called upon to do? — I think 
they might be so employed. 

365. If then the Corporation were entitled to the re- payment of that money, of 
course they are entitled to the interest from the time they advanced it? — I should 
think so. 

366. You have been looking at the proceedings prior to the Bill of 1 790 ; is 
there in the petition for that Bill any reference either to tonnage duty, or to the 
powers given in an Act for supplying the city with water, and lighting it? — Yes, 
fhere is. 

3 ^ 7 - Can you recollect in what place it is that the first notification is made of 
anything whatever relative to the mooring of vessels or interference with the harbour 
Whatever, in what part of the Journals, of the House is there reference to that ? — 
J. think; jn a Committee of Supply; it appears a resolution was introduced and 
passed that a certain sum should be granted to His Majesty, I think for the repair 
and improvement of thequays, the harbour and the quays; that is my recollection. 

308. At what period are you speaking of?— The year 1790. 

’ 369* Uo you consider that the Corporation have a right to hold these tonnage 
duties until they are repaid the expenditure on the quays ?— I do ; I think a court 
pt equity would decree, that the Corporation were entitled to hold these tonnage 
duties tor such a time as would enable them to repay themselves the capital ex- 
pended for the purpose of the Act which created the tonnage duties, and that a 
court ofc equity would consider it, quite the same question, whether they had a right 
to expend the tonnage duties, annually at all, or whether they have a right to lay out 
a sum ot money in a work and seek for repayment afterwards, for this obvious 

reason, 
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reason, that it would be impossible to make or carry on a great public work by 
annual perception of small revenue ; I would instance the Breakwater ; it could 
only be accomplished by a large outlay in the first instance. 

370. These quays were the property of the Corporation ? — They held them as 

theses- rece i vec | a quayage rent from every person who landed at them ? — 

They did. , , . . c , 

372. Then the public money has been expended for the improvement ot tlie 

quays which were the property of the Corporation, and for the benefit of the Cor- 
poration ?— Excuse me, that is not precisely stating as I conceive the fact. I he 
Corporation undoubtedly were the lessees under the Irish Society of certain quays ; 
these quays they were bound to keep in repair it is admitted, but it must be borne in 
recollection, that the Corporation built other quays which they were not bound 
to do under their lease ; and that they were not bound to apply to the building ot 
these other quays, the revenues they derived out of the old quays which they were 
obligated only to repair. „ . e , -> 

373. Every person who used these quays must pay for the use ot them . 

Ce qw°'^here again it seems the public funds were expended for the improvement of 
the quays, which were the sole property of the Corporation ?— The Corporation had 
certain quays leased to them under the Irish Society ; they built other quays, and 
they laid out, by anticipation, the tonnage duties in building these other quays. 

I conceive your question to be this ; whether they derived also from these new 

quays a quayage for landing goods on the wharf. 

4 VM Every individual who used the quays must pay a quayage duty, the public 
money was expended for the improvement of the quays, and the quays were the 
Drooertv of the Corporation ? — They were. , , 

P 076 Then the public money was expended on the Corporation quays, and 
afterwards the public, for the use of those quays, were compelled to pay a quayage 
rate!— They were; and which quayage rate I conceive the public were to pay 
because the Corporation, as the grantees of these quays, were always hound to keep 

G^you justify th^ayi'ng out and expending public money on property 
whfch may be afterwards sold to a private individual ?-Tbat is a matter of op.mon ; 

Tf vou ask me whether the Corporation had a right to lay out money on those quays, 
have done, I distinctly say I think the, have under an Act of Parliament; 
and lam fortified in that by the opinion of the -Attorney Geneial. 

078 Will you refer to that Act of Parliament which granted the money foi the 
improvement of the port and river of Londonderry, and the quays, the 54* section ; 
will vnn read the words ?— {The Witness does so.} . , .... 

™ Preserving and improving”, do you think erecting new buildings new 
quays," synonitnous with preserving or improving r-I think an enlarged and liberal 

“^yltvfthe'^ 

Parliament- the monies were granted for particular purposes; will you have the 
goodne”“o explain what was fhe first object for which they were granted ?-Does 
that refer to the order in which I find the words printed. _ 

,0, Yes?— [The Witness reads the appropriation Clause. j 

ogi" The first object was the river and hSrbour ?-If you mean the first men- 
tioned object, the river is ; but I cannot admit because it is the first mentioned, that 

“ river and harbour are mentioned in the fore- 

.3 ^ clause which orders tonnage duties to be levied, do not 

vou tbtakTf they only are mentioned, they are the principal object to which the 
Zney t to beLpplied ?-I think it is a fair inference, that they are primary 

Have the goodness to state if that part of the Act of Parliament authorized 
the Corporation to borrow any money ?-It does not. 

886. The fore°g*ng e pari of the Act of Parliament relating to the bridge, does 
o ■ o tiirm to borrow money and mortgage the tolls . It does. 

BU o 8 °7 I f it was the intention of the legislature that they should borrow money, it 
would have been expressed in the latter part of the Bill, would it not Perhaps 
Lt Litis very difficult to find out the intention of the legislature very frequently 
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388. Have you seen this account which has been handed in respecting the 
tonnage dues ? — I have seen this account. 

389. Will you have the goodness to state to the Committee what has been the 
result to the public, in consequence of the Corporation having so borrowed money, 
and expended money before they received it from the tonnage dues ?-r- The con- 
sequence to the public is, that the tonnage dues yet continue to be levied. 

390. How much money seems to have been collected in the way of tonnage 
dues? — Upon this account? 

391. Yes? — It does not appear by this account; I know not except from the 
accounts themselves. 

392. Will you have the goodness to state how much has been expended on these 
tonnage dues? — From this account in 1794, in building wooden wharf, 1,216/. ; 
in building north quay, 3,675/. ; in 1811, building the centre quay, 7,777/. 

393. Making a total of how much? — £.12,668. 

394. It appears the public have paid in the shape of duties, 15,400/., and that 
there has been expended for public works 12,668/., the operation therefore, or 
rather the manner in which the Corporation as commissioners have carried the Act 
of Parliament into execution, has had the effect of bringing the public in debt a 
considerable sum as you allege, while there appears to their account a credit of 
nearly 3,000/. ; after that, would you say that the borrowing money which was not 
authorized by Act of Parliament was a judicious thing on the part of the Corpora- 
tion, or an advantageous thing to the public? — It is rather hard on me to be called 
upon for an opinion which must involve the transactions of 43 years, from 1790 
downwards, and which must involve considerations connected with the trade, with 
the commerce, with the interests of the city of Derry, which perhaps none but a 
mercantile man or commercial man could form a correct opinion of ; but if I were 
to form any opinion at all, I would say that the erection oi‘ these quays was a very 
great and valuable improvement indeed to the city of Derry. 

395 : do you reconcile this, presuming that the Corporation had advanced 

a considerable sum of money for the repairs of the quays, that you considered that 
the Corporation were entitled to collect the tonnage dues, when upon the face of 
the account which has been delivered in to the Committee, it shows that a balance 
remains in hand of 2,752/. against the Corporation? — In making up the account 
returned, it appears 9,000/. was due to the Corporation on this account in November 
1831, there were further sums expended in buoying the river; but, &c. &c. — 
[reads from the Account .] — According to this account it would appear a balance is 
due to the Corporation of 9,000/. ; the produce of the sale of the quays went in 
liquidation of the general debt of the Corporation ; the quays were as much the 
private property of the Corporation as any other property they held under the 
Irish Society ; their interest, that chattel interest was sold under executions, and 
the produce of the quays which was 5,000 /., was to go with the other proceeds of 
the sale to discharge the debt of the Corporation. 

396. It ought not to come into the quayage account ? — It was utterly impossible 
it should ; for when a creditor issues execution, and seizes chattel property, he will 
take care to pay himself, without reference to the particular lien, if there was such 
a lien. 

397. The new quays which were erected by the Corporation, and which were 
not leased to the Corporation by the Irish Society, were they built on the Irish 
Society’s land ?— They were, and the Irish Society in 1820 included those new 
quays that had been previously erected in the lease of that year; and from 1820, 
no doubt the Corporation then were bound to keep these quays in repair along with 
the others ; but previous to 1820 these new quays not having been demised by the 
Irish Society at all, but built by the Corporation, I conceive the Corporation have 
a right to indemnify themselves out of the revenues applicable by the Act of Par- 
liament for such purposes. 

398. What was the value of the quayage rate? — I cannot tell. 

399. Was it ever put up to auction?— I do not know. 

400. You give a decided opinion, that no part of that quayage rate over and above 

tiat which was due to the Irish Society by way of rent, ought to have been expended 
in improving those quays which were the sole property of the Corporation ? — No, 
1 did not say so ; I do. say there was no obligation to lay out the quayage in build- 
ing uew quays. u j b 
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Jovis, 20° die Junii, 1833. 



CAPTAIN THEOBALD JONES, 

IN THE CHAIR. 



Thomas Davenport , Esquire, called in ; and Examined. 

401. YOU are a resident of Derry ? — Yes. 

402. And your habits are commercial ? — Yes. . . _ 

403. Is it your opinion that the 5,000/. which was received by the Corporation 

for the sale of the quays should have been carried to the credit of the public in 
balancing the account of the quays between the public and the Corporation . — I am 
decidedly of that opinion. . . . ., 

404 State the reasons which induced you to form that opinion: room the 

evidence I heard here yesterday, 1 have no doubt that it was the public who built 
those quays; they were built originally by the Irish Parliament; they were enlarged 
from a tonnage duty under an Act of Parliament ; and though they did not sell for 
what they cost, yet 1 conceived whatever they did sell for should have been brought 
to the credit of the same account. . . 

405 Then you are of opinion that the 4,590/. granted by the Irish Parliament 
was sufficient to erect those quays?— I am ; in the state in which they were previous 
to the Corporation having made any improvement on them. 

406 Take that account into your hand ; what does- that account purport to be ? 

—An annual account of the receipts and expenditure of tonnage dues under the 
noth of George the 3d, chapter 31. .......... 

407 Look at that account aud give the Committee your opinion whether that 

account is fairly made up r-I think on the face of it it appears perfectly far ; there 
is an observation at the end of it which I do not understand, because it refers to 
another account, in which it is said there is a balance against the public, Accord- 
j n g t0 the face of this account the balance would be 111 favour of the public, and 
I have not seen that other account. . 

408 Well, assuming that the Corporation were justified under die Act of 1 ,go, 
in expending any portion of their funds in erecting the quays, should you think that 
that account was y fairly made out if there was a balance against the public of 9,000/. . 
—I do not not see the account where that balance is stated. 

400 Have you prepared any account yourself ?— I have ; but in this account 

that ! have prepared I have token for granted that the committee would a low a 

certain portion of the quayage duties, as well as the tonnage duties, to be applied to 
the purposes of the -quays f that is an assumption, and it ,s upon that assumption 
that Wave made the Calculation. Taking the expenditure of he Corporation, and 
Ifa receipts according to their own account, and taking goo / Irish currency a year 
from their quayage funds, for the support of the quays, and taking credit for the 
r 000 / for which the quays were sold, the balance in favour of the public would be 
about 32 000/. The account as to charging interest was made up upon the pnn- 
cinle that the Corporation had furnished a precedent ill their accounts. 

7,0 This commences in the year tjgoP-Yes, and ,n that account I have de- 

bit t 20 H;v a e y the r good nesslo^xpfan to the Committee why you so debited 200/. 
. 4 from the quayage ? -Under the idea that the quayage ought to have contri- 
buted to the support of the quays, which were the foundation of the quayage fund 
Tfa quayage we calculate' at an average of 500 /. a year, and we assume but 
aool Of that to be expended, leaving 300/. free for the general purposes of the 

“mV have you taken this 200 1. into consideration at all, was it because any 
4 ,- ,L nubile money was laid out id the erecting of those quays orginal y? 
P Tt W u We P c'onceive, in fact, the quays cost the Corporation nothing, that they 
a Ptorivinallv bv the Irish Parliament, and that they were subsequently m- 

tb. pobKc b. Act of P-'B-™-*. 

ertasea oy ^ were brought into their then state through the outlay of a 

certain portion of public money ’-That is my opinion. And 
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Thomas Davenport, 4>4 And you thought so far that the quay were public property; assumiug the 
Esq. ’ amount of quayage to be on an average 500/. a year, you allow the Corporation 

300/., and you think 200/. ought to go towards preserving and improving those 

•20 June, quays ? — I think it is but a fair calculation ; I must say also, that in that account 
l8 33- 1 have included the sum which was acknowledged to have been paid by the Ballast 

Office, that is part of the public money paid over to the Corporation, and is there- 
fore included in that account. * 

415. You do not give any opinion whether that money was improperly taken 
from the Ballast Office or not?— No, I give no opinion, I merely state the fact 
that it was given over, and therefore is charged in that account. 

416. Then the result of the account is, that instead of the tonnage due being in 
debt to the Corporation 9,000/., the public have a credit of 2 1,000/. by your account? 
— Thirty-two thousand pounds. 

417. In your view of it you do not conceive that any other monies than those 
either granted by Parliament, or levied under an Act of Parliament, have been 
applied to this work ? — I am not aware of any corporate fund having ever been 
applied to it. 

418. Do you know the contrary ? — I do not, for I know nothing of their affairs 
from personal knowledge. 

419. You speak from general impression? — Yes. 

420. In the first instance, in making out this account ill the year 1790 you take 
the quayage as if 200/. a year of that was applicable to the additions that were 
made to the quays ? — Yes. 

421. Upon what data do you fix on the sum of 200/. ?— It is a mere guess; it 
is on a calculation that the average to the Corporation was 500/. a year, and I take 
two-fifths of it. 

422. Do you happen to know whether the quayage was leased in the year 1790? 
— I believe it was. I beg to observe that in calculating on the quayage, I would 
take the calculation on what it produces ; I would not take it on any nominal or 
fictitious sum, at which the Corporation may have leased it to one of their own 
influential members. 

423. Do you know when that lease was made ? — I do not, but I know who the 
person was that held it. 

424. Do you know the term of that lease, or when it w'as made ? — I do not. 

425. Supposing that lease was granted in the year 1 750, and it had been then 
granted for a term of 60 years, would it be a fair inference to draw that it was set 
at an under rent, if it was set to an influential member of the Corporation ? — I think 
it would. I think that granting a sixty years lease of a corporate fund to an influen- 
tial member of the. Corporation, would be improper. 

426. But it was granted then at the rent of 300/. a year? — I cannot speak 
to that. 

427. Do you know in the year 1790, whether the Corporation leased it to a 
tenant, and what sum it produced ? — No, I do not. 

428. Upon what have you taken the average? — Upon the supposed produce of 
the quayage fund for the last 40 years, but without adverting to any lease that the 
Corporation may have granted to an under-tenant at any time during that period. 

429.. Did you take into your consideration in making this average, any sum that 
it would be necessary for the Corporation to lay out in repairs ? — I of course allowed 
them to repair out of the remainder, the reserve of 300/. per annum. 

430. You have stated that you considered that the Corporation ought to give 
credit in this tonnage account for the 5,000/. received from the quays ?— Yes. 

43 1 - Suppose that the Irish Society had refused to renew with the Corporation 
altogether, and that there had appeared on the accounts a balance due to the Corpo- 
ration at the time of their refusal, would not the Corporation have been entitled to 
that balance from the tonnage dues ? — I have no objection to give it as my opinion 
that they would not. 

43 2 - Could they have built the quays on any other property than that of the 

Irish Society?— I think not. J 

433- Then the public must have been without the quays if they had not been 
built on the ground of the Society? — No doubt; I do not blame the Corporation 
tor having built them on the Irish Society’s ground ; but the evidence amounts to 
this, that had the Irish Society deprived them of this property when their lease was 
out, I do not conceive the. Corporation would have been entitled to charge their loss 
upon the public. 

' 434-1 f 
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434. If the Corporation had the right to build those additions to the quays atali rWDj^wf, 
out of those funds, had they not a right to be repaid for them by Jose funds . 

No doubt if they had a right to build them from the funds, they had a right to be 

Pa «s y Ym lodge of the quays from the state they were in previous to 1790, and 
yofthink the entire of the quays have been made by public money ijffthhk 
from recollection I know of no other fund from which they were made , 1 think 
‘the ^um thafappears to have been granted, by the Irish Par hamenb «. 
sufficient to have built the quays in the state m which I recollect them before 

^"tereXM yesterday with regard to whom the 

grants were made by Parliament ?-It was to the Members of Parliament I believe, 
for the time being. . 

t^fwat'e Go were made 

^"L'lddL^r t'n S e quIyThave been made by the Corporation ; at least 
they claim to have them repaid from the tonnage duties ?— Y es. 

440. You know the three additions that have been made ?— Yes, I am aware of 

“’441 Do you conceive that those additions were not called for at the time they 
were made ?--I think they were necessary and useful. 

442. And as great improvements as could have been imagined at the time . 

Thev were very useful, and were called for. , 

4J3 You have taken credit in this account for the sums of money acknowledged 
to hive been paid over by the Ballast Office since 1808, and received by the Lor- 

p0 ?ai°”li 7 the certificate from the Ballast Office that was laid before the Committee, 

of a sum of money made in the year l»2b, wmc a ’ r of contro l ■>- 

^e«it= account; I allow the Corporation to make that a set- 
off also. . f i.„ t i,p i a t e A c t of Parliament, the Ballast 

irr-ss 

SiiliiulSch ^ifeed which 1 they are entitled to a set-off. 

Mr. Gregg , called. 

449. Do you produce a tonnage account?— I do. 

A The same was delivered in. Vide Appendix, Nos. 1. 2.] 

f|.p Chamber of Commerce, we made 

s ~ - •* * - 

6 Wh^Hforteha^e yoima^ ^^^decenriy treated, w^wenT on' making 

last two years r— I believe, SO long ., m icabte correspondence with the 

efforts, but we were obliged to give "^^“Vhich they treated us. one 
Corporation, on account ot the haug y particular 
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Thomas Davenport , particular occasion. The letter is on record, the original is here ; and since that 
we were forced to give up any amicable effort. 

" ' ; 451, You, on the part of the public (the petitioners here), do not look to recover 

^g “ 3 ne '- any balance of an account, so that you can get rid of (for the future) the tax now 

' ** imposed ?— Certainly not; the public would be sorry to distress the Corporation 

by looking to have returned the large sums which they have paid in their own wrong 
„ they do not seek that, but they seek to be relieved from continuing to pay those 
sums in future. I could venture to pledge myself, on behalf of the Chamber of 
Commerce acting for the public, that if this gross exaction of which they now 
complain is put an end to, they will seek no redress, either from Parliament, in law 
or in equity, for the large sums that they have already paid in their own wrong. 

452. What was the sum received by the Ballast Office for the year ending 
October 1822? — £.400. 8tf. Gd. 

453. For the year ending October 1 823 ?— £. 388. 3 s. Gd. 

■ 454. For the year ending October 1824? — £.450. 85. 

455. What is the average of the three years? — £.413. 

456. Now will you look to the year ending October 1829; how much is it? — 
£.462. 18s. 

457. For the year ending October 1830? — £.509. 13.9. 7r/. 

458. For the year ending October 1831 ? — £.480. 10s. 8 d. 

459- What is the average of the three years? — £.484. 

460. You were asked whether the Corporation could have built their quays on 
any ground than that of the Irish Society ? — I believe not, unless they had built 
them on the opposite side of the water ; on the Bishop’s ground. 

461. Does that circumstance, in your mind, justify the laying out of the public 
money upon quays, which were the property of private individuals? — I think it was 
an act of very great imprudence to lay out the money until they got a renewed 
lease. 

462. Since the Corporation have given up the exclusive right of exacting quayage, 
have other quays been built by private individuals? — There have been numerous 
ones built. 

463. Then if the Corporation had not maintained or reserved to themselves the 
right of charging a quayage rate on every individual who landed at his own private 
wharf, would not private wharfs have been built previous to the year 1825? — I think 
there is no doubt of that fact, because the saving of the quayage is a very large 
repayment for any funds that may be expended in making wharfs by individuals. 

464. You were asked if the Corporation had not to pay the expense of supporting 
the quays, between the year 1760 and the year 1790? — I take for granted they 
did support them from their quayage fund. 

465. And between the years 1760 and 1790, you suppose that the Corporation 
had a quayage fund which would have enabled them to keep up their own quays ? 
— No doubt. 

466. The reduction of which Mr. Haslett spoke yesterday, did it refer to the 
rate of quayage or to the Ballast Office dues ? — I think Mr. Haslett spoke to both 
subjects at different parts of his evidence ; he spoke to the reduction of the quayage 
by the Corporation, when private wharfs were brought in competition with them ; 
and he subsequently spoke to the Ballast Office having reduced the sums that they 
are entitled to raise under the Act of 1814, because they were able to do the necessary 
duties with a less sum ; that is, they have reduced them from the extreme sum, 
and they continue to reduce them as their expenses or the trade of the Port enable 
them so to do. 

467. There is no outlay now by the Ballast Office, except an outlay sanctioned 
by the Act of Parliament constituting the Ballast Office ? — I am not aware the 
Ballast Office ever did anything contrary to the Act, except giving money to the 
Corporation to be expended on their quays. 

468. Are you aware that there was any law which compelled ypu, thie merchants 
of Derry, to pay a quayage rate, even though you landed at your own private wharfs ? 
: — I am sure there was no law for that purpose. 

■ 469. Are you aware whether there was any law compelling goods to be landed 
at the public quays ?■ — I believe that at that period no goods could be landed except 
at the public quays, unless by permission of the Commissioners of Customs, and 
that permission was always granted as far as regarded coast cargoes, that is, cargoes 
not liable- to duty. 

- ' . Mr- William 
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Mr. William Hasletl, again called ; and Examined. 

470. HAVE the goodness to state to the Committee the grounds of your complaint ■ Mr. ' 

as to the Bridge Tolls ?— We complain that the Corporation, being proprietors of WJto* HadM . 
the Ferry, and having obtained an Act of Parliament in the year 1790 (the 30th Jone 

of George the 3d), granting them certain tolls as a remuneration for the expen- j8 33 . ’ 

diture of their money upon the erection of a wooden bridge, have not conlined 
themselves to the toll granted by that Act. . , 

471. That they have exceeded it P— That they have, on_ insufficient grounds, 
obtained power from Parliament to exceed it. W<* complain that, although the 
tolls would have been sufficient to have remunerated them for that outlay, that they 
obtained in the 40th of George the 3d, a second Act of Parliament, enabling them 
considerably to advance those tolls, no consideration for that advance being received 
on the part of the public. We further complain that, in the year 1814, part ot 
the bridge having been carried away by ice, the Corporation obtained from the 
Imperial Parliament the Act of the 54th of George the 3d, giving them additional 

t0l 472. More than were called for by the circumstances ?— We think so. We think 
that the ground upon which that was obtained, the making goo le ri § » . 

was the private property of the Corporation, was nota ground for granting additional 
tolls ; that the alleged ground on which it was granted, viz tha.l,ooo;. ayearshould 
be funded for the purpose of erecting a permanent Bridge, has not been compiled 
with, and the substance of our complaint is this, that the tolls have been increased 
from time to time since 1790, without, in point of fact, any consideration having 
hemr reoeive^by the public. ^ obtained an Act of Parliament, again 

inC 474k^he e Co^oration'^ave^levied, up to the year 1828, the ™ te I^thihk 

which they were authorized to do by that Act of Parliament r-I think not , I think 

m 473 4 ln ey iLT they made a slight alteration oil empty returning carts, was not 
that it J-The way in which I have stated it here [rejerrwg to a dornment n Wifi- 
nessl ha and! have reason to believe it is correct, is, “ that a reduction was 
inade fn the tolls in 1824, upon carts laden with grain or potatoes ; they were then 

Ch If 6 d TVl e theSorporation, subsequent to the year .814, did not in your opinion 
comply with the conditions of that Act of Parliament by which they were bound .. 

Oh, 1 believe that is quite notorious and admitted 

/t77 Did thev fund anv money ?— I believe not ; O oo /. 1 oelieve was lunaea. 

bound toVefund^to'Govemni'rmi—Th^^d^i^^reiray^r inAhe^way^laid duwn^iy 

tb ^UMo“83o!wto 7ou h ”n7had”hVf ded any money or repaid 
Government any of the money which they owed them . e leve ne i 

tu led ration SifnoffuimIe S conditions by which it was hound 7 - 

N 482 If any accident similar to that which had happened in 1814, had occurred 
to tte Bridge! was there any fund out of which the Bridge might be .estoied . I do 

“^WhrwTihe object of the Act of 18,4?-! believe it professed to be to 



403. Hlliuwoa ---- - 

“C’SC^Xln^Derry, and one liable <0 pay those im 

,8, 4 ?-If I had been perhaps con- 
Snv my own personal feelings on the subject I never would have said a word 

ab0 i k H^e" been put in by the chamberlain 
showing the receipts of the toll of the Bridge of Derry, from the year 1792 to 
latest period of 1833? — I have. . 1 

486 And have you seen also the expenditure !— 1 nave. _ 

Do you state, as matter of fact, or as matter of opinion, tha he tolls lemd 
between 1790 and 1800 were sufficient, and that no ground was laid foi the Act 

• . 557 - F 2 



Printed image digitised by the University of Southampton Library Digitisation Unit 




Mr. 

William Haslett. 



20 June, 
1833- 



44 MINUTES OF EVIDENCE BEFORE SELECT COMMITTEE 

of 1 800 ? — The question was not put to me before. I cannot give an answer 
whether the tolls were sufficient or not at that time. 

488. Now just read that Petition of the Mayor and Corporation of the 31st May 
1800 to the Irish Parliament, and the Resolutions upon it of the 2d of June?— 

[The Witness read the same, as follows ;] 

“ A Petition of the Mayor, Aldermen, Sheriffs and Burgesses, of the City of London- 
derry, under their Common Seal, was presented to the House, and read ; setting forth, 
That the Petitioners were Proprietors of the Ferries of Londonderry, by leasehold under the 
London Society, from which they had a considerable profit, that the only mode of com- 
munication between the city and county of Derry, was by the Ferry; that the Petitioners 
felt that it would be a very important and beneficial accommodation to the manufacturers 
and farmers who frequented the markets, and tend materially to promote the commerce and 
agriculture of that county to have a Bridge erected over the Foyle ; that the Petitioners 
accordingly, in the year 1790, applied for and obtained an Act of Parliament for erecting 
said Bridge, by which Act the Petitioners are only entitled to demand tolls of half the 
amount of those which they had received for passing the Ferry, which reduction of toll was 
at the desire of Petitioners, who hoped that they would create a fund sufficient to provide 
permanently for said Bridge, and allow them the same revenue which they had from the 
Ferry, but which said tolls have proved totally inadequate to ; that from the rapidity and 
depth of the current, many of the" piers have given way, and the whole of the timber not 
being of as good a quality as was agreed and paid for by the Petitioners, the Bridge at 
present requires a much more expensive repair to render it in any degree secure than was 
foreseen at the time the Petitioners did of themselves reduce their tolls; that the expense 
of erecting the Bridge very much exceeding the original estimate which was partly 
occasioned by the erection of a portcullis according to the provisions specified in the Act 
which had not at first been deemed necessary ; that the county of Londonderry has received 
so much benefit from the easy passage afforded over the river by the Bridge, it has become 
a matter of two much importance to the public not to be permanently provided for; that 
the expense of erecting said Bridge was £. 16,000, although the original estimate was no 
more than £. 1 0,000 ; that the annual expense of repair has amounted on an average to 
£.500; that the Petitioners borrowed the sum of £. 15,000. and upwards, secured upon the 
tolls of the Bridge, which were expended upon the Bridge, for which the Petitioners pay 
annually the sum of £. 900. by way of interest ; that it at present requires the expenditure 
of the sum of £. 6,000. to secure and complete the repairs of said Bridge; that the Peti- 
tioners do yearly set up the tolls to public auction and let them to the highest bidder 
according to the provisions of said Act, and the rent so obtained for the tolls amounts to 
the sum of £.1,500. yearly only, which is totally insufficient to provide for the interest of 
the capital sum borrowed on the security of the tolls, the repair of the Bridge, and to create 
an .y piking fund equal to liquidate the principal debt, and produce a fund for rebuilding 
said, Budge, which in the course of time will be requisite, which premises the Petitioners 
are ready to verify at the bar of the House; and therefore praying, That they will permit 
a Bill to be introduced to make the Tolls for passing over the said Bridge, the same as they 
were for passing over the Ferry : — Ordered, That the said Petition be referred to the 
consideration of a Committee.” 



489. Now read the resolutions ?— .“ Op the 2d June 1800, Mr. Henry Alexander 
reported to the Committee appointed to take into consideration the Petition of the 
Mayor, Aldermen, Sheriffs and Burgesses of the city of Londonderry, the Resolu- 
tions which the Committee had directed him to report to the House, which he read 
in his place, and afterwards delivered in the table, when the same were read, and 
pre as follows Resolved, That it appears to this Committee, that the Petitioners 
r? - fu, i y pTOV . ed the alle o at ’ ons .°.f their Petition.— Resolved, That it is the opinion 
of this Committee, that the Petitioners deserve the aid of Parliament.” 

490* Now having called your attention to the allegations in that petition, how do : 
you reconcile them with the allegation in your present petition, that the Corporation 
assigned no reason for the increase of their tolls ?— Our petition says that no con- 
sideration was received by the public for any of the additional tolls since granted ; 
that was my opinion when I wrote the petition ; it was my opinion when I gave 
piy evidence before I read the petition to the House of Commons which has been 
just put into my hands, and it is my opinion still. 

4.9 1- You still consider that no consideration was received bv the public for the 
additional tolls?— I do. 

49 2 * In the present petition there are these words “ That in the year 1800, the 
Corporation again applied to the Irish Parliament, then on the point of extinction, 
an without making out a case, or entering into any proof whatever, on the mere 
allegation that the receipts of. the Bridge had been found insufficient, they obtained. 

an 
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ail Act 40th George tile 3d,” do you support that part of it also ?— Where is that 

in the present petition? . . . 

4Q o. It is the fourth paragraph of the present petition, “ that in the year 1800, 
the Corporation again applied to the Irish Parliament, then on the point of ex- 
tinction, and without making out a case, or entering into any proof whatever, on the 
mere allegation that the receipts of the Bridge had been found insufficient, they 
obtained an Act 40th George 3 d, c. 41, enabling them to raise then tolls very con- 
siderably ; in particular that on foot passengers was doubled ? — I think that that 
alienation is perfectly correct, with the exception of these words “ or entering into any 
proof whatever;” they did enter into proof, but in my opinion they made out 

n °404 e ' Do you mean to say that the Committee would have entered into a resolu- 
tion of that kind, without their malting out a case ? I still think that tile allegation 
in this petition is well founded. If I had been aware of what I have now read, 

I would not have signed the petition, having these words “ or entering into any 
proof whatever,” but 1 would have signed the petition with these words still 
remaining, “ without making out a case on the mere allegation, that the receipts 
of the Bndge had been found insufficient." ..... 

w Do you consider that after that statement in the petition having been 
declared by the Committee to be proved, that still they made out no case?— That 

13 4q6? P One n allegation in their petition is, that previous to 1790 they had been 
allowed to levy a toll, double of that which was laid on by the Act of 179° 1 
that toll laid on then had not been found sufficient to remunerate them, and they 
prayed that they might be allowed to raise that toll ; do you not think if they proved 
hat allegation, they proved a sufficient case to raise the tolls ?— 1 do not. . 

407 What lolls were raised by the Act of 1 Soo, which they considerably raised ? 
—The tolls raised by the Act of 1800, I think were only three. The tolls upon 
horses laden were raised from two-pence to three-pence; ahorse unladen was 
raised from one penny to three half-pence. ' 

408. There was an increase of 50 per cent, on each ?-There was an increase 
the most important of all, of too per cent, on foot passengers ; so although it 
was only raised in three instances, it was raised in three most important ms anccs 
499. y Can it be at all shown how that important instance affected the gioss 
toll ?_I am afraid not ; not by me at least. , . , .. , 

soo In the Act of 1790 it appears that there was tins toll laid on,. For every 
peraon carrying or conveying a bundle, &c„ the sum of one penny ; and next to 
K “ For every passenger passing over said Bridge, the sum of one halfpenny. 

It was therefore on the passengers who passed over without anything m their hands 

° r 5 °o?ft ™"n 'ad foot passengers^? No^U was raised on foot passengers 
noi carrying anj asl(cd the imonnt of the 
5°u. Withreg" y in , hc Society that that 

it^vas understood to be a loan; by good 

Tim was there a demand made upon them for that? 
“joTdo yo a u“ktw*o e r d hav 5 ; yon seen the Parliamentary return containing the 

I§ 507. Now the^average ^"'tlie three succeeding years, taking 1815, 1816 and 

ns',7? £.0.7^0, an increase of nearly 500/. 

,08. What is the sum required to be funded -£. . ooo a year, 
soo Out of what fund is it to be funded ? Out of the tolls. 

510. Read the words of the Act?-[27,e Witness nod the sixth clause qf the M th 

^^ra^What^fas^the^consideration granted ; was it the consideration granted in 
that clause before you It is in consideration of the additional tolls *b. e Corpora, 
tioii ar^iirst required to maintain and support a proper and substantial Bridge.; 
and they are secondly required to set apart in every year from the passing of 
Act, 1,000 /. at least ibr that purpose. rfl ien 
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512. Then the consideration for that is the additional tolls ? — No, these are the 
considerations for the additional tolls. 

513. Do you consider 500/. a year additional toll as a fair equivalent for the 
obligation to fund 1,000/. a year ? — Iconsider it a great deal more than equivalent 
to a funding such as that which is here required, namely, a funding of 1,000 /. 
a year for the purpose of rendering substantial their own property: 

514. But whether equivalent or not, were not those additional tolls given for 
that purpose ? — They were. 

515. And received as such ? — They were given on that alleged ground. 

516. And acceded to by the parties so receiving the money ? — They were. 

517. Do you think they were received by the parlies so receiving the money* 
that they were to fund 1,000/. a year, whether the additional tolls produced that 
or not ? — Undoubtedly ; at least that is my opinion. 

518. And whether the additional tolls were levied or not? — I cannot tell that; 
I think they were. I think they are bound in duty (whether or not they would be 
bound by this Act of Parliament under such circumstances, is a legal question), but 
I think from my reading of it they were bound to fund 1,000/. a year; besides 
I think they were bound in prudence. 

. 519. Do you conceive that they were bound by Parliament to fund 1,000/. a 
year, and that Parliament supplied the means that they, the Parliament, first con- 
ceived necessary, and that the other party acceded to it ? — I think that the Corpor 
ration were vfiry glad to make this bargain ; it was for them, as it turned, out, a 
most beneficial bargain, because they received two considerations, they received 
1 5,000/. free of interest, supposing it to have been a loan, and received additional 
tolls, amounting in the first three years, and in subsequent years, to more, but even 
in the first three years to 500/. a year. 

520. And the interest at six per cent, w'ould have come very nearly to the 1,000/. 
a year — To 900/. a year ; but that six per cent, is not charged throughout the 
whole account furnished by Corporation. 

521. Was there any demur on the part of the Corporation to the terms of the 
proposition made ? — I cannot tell that; not to my knowledge. 

522. The Act of Parliament, the 54th of George the 3d, was obtained by the 
Corporation on a petition to the House of Commons, was it not? — I presume 
it was. 

523. When the Corporation made that application to the House of Commons', 
it is reasonable to suppose that they themselves had the drawing up of the Bill by 
•which they were afterwards to be benefited ? — I do not believe the public took any 
part in it. 

• 524. In all cases, of that kind it is customary for the petitioners to make out a 
case at all events before the committee, is it not ? — I suppose so. 

525. Then the committee who dealt with that Bill, recommended such a Bill as 
they thought fair to the public and fair to the Corporation ?— I cannot answer that; 
I Cannot even give an opinion on the subject. 

526. You suppose that that is the case? — I presume such was the case. 

527. You have already been asked with respect to a former Act of Parliament,; 
you have no knowledge what proof was adduced before that committee; but you 
were asked whether you were not to suppose that the Act of Parliament which did 
issue from that committee was a fair Act of Parliament between the public and the 
Corporation ? — Yes, but I gave the answer in the negative; for I did not conceive 
that even if the allegations in that petition had been proved, that a case was 
made out. 

528. The Act of the 54th of George the 3d is in fact an Act which was obr 
tained at the instance of the Corporation itself? — It was, and I think it was a good 
Act for them. 

Mr. James Gregg, again called ; and Examined. 

529. WILL you have the goodnes to say whether the Act of 1 790 gave the Corpo- 
ration any authority to make a charge for losses on the Ferry? — No; but it does 
riot .deprive, us of the Ferry; upon building a Bridge it deprives us of our income, 

unless the Bridge was carried away ; you cannot, by inference or. by silence in an Act 
of Parliament, take away a positive right. 

53 °* Under the head of disbursements, which runs through this Abstract, do yqu 
include the charges for lighting, watching and maintaining the Bridge ?; — I do. 

-531. They . are all included ?-rrrThey are all included. 

532. Under the head of “ erecting ” in the first year, did you include the charge 

for 
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for making approaches and all the other purposes of the Act?— Not all we paid 
coo/, since, which we have never charged at all. 

coo Now, in order to place these accounts of the Bridge tolls before the Com- 
mittee as clearly as possible, take these Returns in your hands, and state the cost 
of erecting the Bridge? — £.16,594. 

5-14. Irish money that is ? — Yes. 

535- State the cost of maintaining and preserving the Bridge up to this date r 
£ ' 4 S36 6 Making' ground numbers of about £.66,000 f-Yes, exclusive of 

“‘537.'' Now, from another paper you have there, will you state the actual amount 
nf tolls received on the Bridge? — £.120, 288. 5^ - 9 d- , 

538 The difference between which is 54,ooof. ?— About that, apparently 

539. Received from the public beyond what was expended in budding the Bridge, 
and What has been subsequently expended in repairing and main taming rt.-Ex- 
elusive of the ferries and interest upon the original advance for building. 

540. Now, in that account also which you have delivered in, there is a difference 

in the two last years’ disbursements ? Yes. R -j . 

S4i There is a difference between the debtor and creditor account of the Budge , 
and these small accounts and that difference is owing to your having put down 
under the head of “ disbursements” the money which you have been torced to pay 
tn the Government in the way of instalments . . . 

. 542 Did you put down in that debtor and creditor account the sum which was 
borrowed from the Government, and expended in the year 1815 ?—No. 

543. But the sum which was borrowed from the Government in the yea, 81 j 
included in the 49,000 1 . expended in repairing and maintaining the Bi idge . Yes. 



Mr. 

James Gregg. 

■20 June, 
1833. 



Veneris , 21° die Junii , 1833. 
CAPTAIN THEOBALD JONES, 

IN THE CHAIR. 



Mr. James Gregg, again called in ; and Examined. 

. 544 . THIS accountyou hand ^ * ^ 

original handed in, for the money 
was borrowed in 1789- mnm Mim in the Accmnl . } 

, . , you stated the debtor and creditor account of the Bridge was made out as 
545. You stateu u ^ A nn „ mor >t* in vnur nossession. but a distinct and 

d, I said that a dis- 
I stated they were 

unci atcuum imu uwc... “-r- -v , ” ' 

formerly mixed up with the other charges. 

^.r. a distinct and separate account Kept r it was. 

547! Then you can product it?— It is in the papers that I gavein ; every entry 

‘ S sT' Are the S™f expenditure in that account you now hand in venr -similar 
tofhtefn the account under consideration yesterday P-They are only the years 

interest charged Ifrom ’79°— j„ dlK l e d one year more loss on the ferry, sup. 
nofing'tlm (Charge for the loss on the ferry to be correct; yon had also omitted to 

tU,! 550 . e Have you ^soTnserted the "charge of .,00/. which yon discovered ?-No, 

1 h 5 a 5V -What difference do those alterations make in the balance of the account ? 

C ° 5 74^arySSS^Com.ntoi if, '“n any par t of those accounts, a charge 
appears of 650 1 . for a loss on the ferry ?-Not Mr. Carry s accounts . ^ ^ 



James Gregg. 
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555. Since you have kept the accounts, have you been in the habit of inserting 
a similar charge? — I have not; I thought it unnecessary. 

556. You were asked yesterday if the Act of 1790 authorized such a charge ; 
to which you answered, it did not? — I said I did not conceive it took away 
our right. 

557. On what principle do you charge that 650 1.1 — The Bridge of Londonderry 
was erected in the year 1790, upon the authority and provisions of an Act of Par- 
liament, the 30th of George 3d. Previous to the passing of that Act the Corpora- 
tion of Derry held and enjoyed, as the Act states, the ancient ferry across the river 
Foyle, under a grant in perpetuity made by the Irish Society, at the rent of 20/. 
a year. The ancient ferry, the only established means of passage across the Foyle 
near the city of Derry, produced a clear income, as far as I have been able to 
collect, of 650 /. a year, after the payment of the expenses for keeping up and re- 
pairing the boats. 

558. A clear profit? — I think so; the Committee will see, therefore, that in the 
year 1789 or 1790, before the undertaking was commenced for affording- to the public 
a safe and commodious passage, the Corporation were in possession of a property 
in this ferry, over which they had a full and unlimited control ; that is, over the 
proceeds of it; it was their’s, in my opinion to alien or mortgage or to lease, to 
charge and to deal with it as they might think proper, and that without let, 
hindrance or control of any body or of any individual, and of any Court, for it is 
assumed that where either the Crown or an individual makes a grant to a Corpora- 
tion not coupled w'ith any trust, the power of alienation is inseparably annexed to 
the grant, and if there be not a clear and express direction as to the application of 
the revenues arising from such grant, the Corporation may itself direct application 
and shall not be subject, as I conceive, to the check or superintendence of the 
Court of Chancery itself. This principle, so familar to most lawyers, will not, it 
is hoped, be lost sight of by the Committee, who have been charged with a duty 
more suitable to the constitution and habits of a court of equity than the tribunal 
before which the Corporation appear to defend their own rights. This being the 
state of things in 1790, the Bridge was built and the Corporation have incurred 
a debt of 16,000 /. and upwards in its erection, for the repayment of which certain 
tolls were granted by the Act of that year, the surplus tolls, if any, after the pay- 
ment of interest and outlay, and all other charges, were directed to be paid to the 
chamberlain of the Corporation for the use and improvement of the city ; these are 
the words of the Act of Parliament, the “ use and improvement.” Thus then the 
Committee will see there are two several and distinct funds to be dealt with ; first, the 
annual proceeds of the ancient ferry ; second, the tolls granted by 1790; for it is 
obvious the whole amount of tolls imposed by that Act for crossing the Bridge 
where a ferry had existed before, and for the passing of which certain tolls were 
taken, includes the revenues of that former ferry. I submit that the first of these 
two funds is their own private property, totally distinct and apart from the other, 
and additional duty imposed by the Act; and that according to the principles 
before referred to, the only fund subject to control or check in its receipt or manage- 
ment and application, is the difference between the amount of that private revenue 
and the amount of the Bridge tolls. In investigating the application of that 
difference, I submit, the statement I have given in of the returns of the Bridge 
will show that from the year 179° to 1814, when the Bridge was carried away, if 
the following credits be given, viz. the amount of capital expended on the 
original outlay and interest thereon, the annual repairs and interest thereon, the 
difference due by the public to the Corporation will be 31,489/. i8a\ at that 
date. In the year 1814 the Corporation expended the further sum of 14,000/. or 
15,000/. in rebuilding the Bridge; it cost in all 19,000/.; which first sum the 
Corporation are now paying by annual instalments of 816/. 185. $d . ; these, in 
addition to the credits above mentioned, the Corporation are entitled to credit for 
such instalments as have been paid, and those which remain to be paid, and are 
a specific lien on the Bridge. 

559 ; In the statement which has been delivered in, and the answer you have 
now given, do you not observe that in the increase of the revenue from the Bridge 
0 r er i,D ferr y> t * iere an enormous profit to the Corporation by the erection 

ot the bridge greater than what they, obtained while it was a ferry? — There was a 
larger income. 

560. Presuming that the Corporation borrowed this sum of money, nearly 17,000/., 
to erect a bridge, that, at 6 /. per cent, per annum, would amount to something like 
J,000 /. a year?— It would about that, 

56 b The 
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561. The ferry produced 600/. a year, that would make a total charge of about 
1,700/. a year ? — Yes. 

562. Is the ferry let now ? — No. 

563. There is no income derivable from it?— No. 

564. Have not the Corporation prevented any ferry for payment being set up ? 

They have. • 

565. In the year 1789, were the ferries leased r — I think they were. 

566. For -what sum!— The Act of Parliament acknowledges it; they were 

leased for, I think, about 300 1. a year. I never saw the leases, they were held 
by a tenant. v 

567. The Corporation received 300/. for them ? Yes. 

568. What sum did you understand the lessee got out of it? — As far as I am 
able to ascertain, he might have had more than the sum I have returned, 650/. 

569. What was the sum you ascertained he had?— I was told by the person that 
collected it, that it averaged 16/. or 18/. a week. 

570. Do you mean net? — Taking all the year together. 

c 71 Net No I think 16/. or 18 /. a week was the gross amount. 

<72 Who was the lessee?— Alexander Lecky. They paid far more for ferrying 
than we charged on the Bridge ; they charged for every article that was carried over. 

rno Refer to the 29th clause, and state to the Committee what the purport ot 
that clause is ?— 1 will read it. “ Provided always, that nothing herein contained 
shall in anv manner injure, lessen or defeat the right, title and interest of the 
■honourable Society of the Governor and Assistants of London, the new Plantation 
in Ulster, within the realm of Ireland, to the sum of 20/. sterling yearly, for ever 
navable out of the said tolls, under the lease or grant made of the ferry on said 
river of Louah Foyle to the said mayor, community and citizens of Londonderry, 
or any covenant or agreement entered into between them m case the said Bridge 
shall not be built, or suffered to become ruinous and impassable.’ 

cha Was any covenant or agreement entered into between them in case the 
Bridge was not built, or should become ruinous and impassable ?— No, it was not, 
to mv knowledge. I never saw any such. 

Now will you refer to the 30th clause, and read itr— And provided also, 
that nothing in this present Act shall injure or deprive the lessees holding such 
ferry, under' the said mayor, community and citizens of Londonderry, from enjoying 
■the toll thereof, until such Bridge shall be erected, subject however to the rent 
payable by. such lessees to the said mayw, community and citizens of Londondeiry, 

under the present subsisting lease thereof.” . ,, f „ . , 

V76. Under this clause, as soon as the Bridge was erected, the tolls on the femes 
ceased' and were no longer levied ?— There is not a word about their ceasing. 

„ 7 ’ When the Bridge was erected, had any person after that period aright to 
levy” enjoy the tolls of the ferry by that clause ?- The Corporation bad a right to 
the ferrv thev have never been divested of the terries. , . 

578/The question refers to this clause. The bridge having been erected, has any 
■oereon from that period forward a right to enjoy the tolls of the ferry ?— 1 -think 
the Corporation live the ferry still in them, I should think so Suppose .the Bridge 

were carried away to-morrow, have not the Corporation a right to the toy. 

C70 The Bridge having been erected, you are asked if any person lias a i i 0 ht 
to ehjoy the tolls of the ferry?— I cannot give you an answer; there is no ferry 
. onfl nn nne olaimin" the ferry ; it is their right as a matter of law, I think. 

11 580. The clause says, "that nothing in this Act shall injure or deprive the lessees 
holding this ferry under the said mayor, from enjoying the loll thereof, until the 
Bridge 8 shall be Erected ; has the Bridge been erected ?— It has ; but there arc no 

W0 5 t “whit is 7 e meaning of the word “ until” ’-That the ferry shall continue 

^ThaT the^lessee shall hold and enjoy the tolls of the ferry tdl the Bridge is 

ere 5 C 8^ ? ThI e Brid«e being erected, the right to the toll and ferry ceases ?-Tlic col- 

, 0 ■ • r nm .Up toils i n the mayor for ever, and read that part of the 

so to te reised as aLesaid, is 'and shall be hereby vested 
ta the said mayor, community and citizens, and their successors for ever, antUhe 
557 - 0 
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same and every part thereof shall be applied and disposed of, and be assigned to 
and for the several uses, intents and purposes, and in such manner as hereinafter 
is mentioned and directed.” , , • • 

586. In any subsequent part of the Act, is there authority to charge for loss on 
the ferry ? — There is not in the Act. 

587. After that, are you still of opinion that 650/. loss on the ferry ought to be 
included in the account ?— I think we gave up that property when the Bridge was 
built, which we held without expense or trouble, and which was a great source of 
revenue in maintaining our Corporation and officers ; we had a right to consideration 
for it; we should have no trouble nor debt, nor should we have been brought here 
if we had not taken it out of other hands that ought to have built the Bridge, and 
built this passage for the public which has involved us in difficulties ever since. 

588. The question was, after having read that part of the clause, are you still of 
opinion 650/. ought to appear in that account as loss on the tolls of the ferry? — 
I think we are entitled to claim it. 

589. Under the Act of Parliament?— No, in common justice and equity ; I say 
there is nothing in the Act about it, taking away or giving it. 

590. There is nothing in the Act to authorize that charge, is there ? — No, but 
the Act took away our property in the ferries, or deprived us of it by building the 
Bridge. 

'591. The Act'Shys, that the money so raised shall be vested in the mayor, com- 
munity and citizens, and shall be applied and disposed of, and be assigned to and 
for the several uses, intents and purposes, and in such manner as hereinafter men- 
tioned ; is the right to charge loss on the ferry mentioned in any part of the Act? 
— It is not. 

592. Then under the Act there is no authority to charge the tolls with losses 
upon the ferry? — No, but We claim it both at law and in equity. 

593. The Committee have been told the reduction of the tolls took place in 
1824, and as chamberlain of the Corporation, can you inform the Committee when 
and how this reduction was made?— I cannot indeed ; it was made in consequence 
I believe of applications to the Corporation. 

594. By whom ? — i do not recollect ; we had many conversations and meetings 
about it. By the public I suppose; we reduced many things when we were asked, 
both in quayage and tolls. 

595 - What was that reduction upon? — On provisions; every cart bringing pro- 
visions, meal, potatoes, grain, turf, &c., was let pass as if it were empty. 

596. Was an application for reduction made by the lessee of the tolls? — No, it 
was not ; we had it in our power to lower it before we set it. 

597. A reduction was not made on the application of the lessee of the tolls ? — 

Surely not. , 

598. Now refer to section 22, state what authority that gives to the mayor to 
rescind the tolls? — “And be it enacted by the authority aforesaid, that the said 
mayor, community and citizens of Londonderry, and their successors, shall and 
may rescind any of said tolls as they shall judge proper, provided that a sufficiency 
'be left for the payment of the aforesaid securities.” 

599. “ Provided a sufficiency be left for the payment of the aforesaid securities ”? 
— Yes, if they think proper. 

600. In altering the toll in 1824, was any reference whatever had to a sufficiency 
to pay the aforesaid securities ? — It was done of course without any intention of 
lessening the securities, the value of the securities, or the money to be paid. 

601. Was not the object of lessening the tolls, lowering them, because the tolls 
were too high, and that carts with grain and potatoes did not come to Derry in 
consequence of the tolls being so high? — I cannot say ; some may have remained 
at the water side, I cannot say. 

60.2. Now refer to the proviso in clause 23 ; state what that clause says ? — 
“ Provided always, and be it enacted, by the authority aforesaid, that from and after 
the monies which shall have been advanced or borrowed on credit of said tolls, 
and the costs, charges and expenses hereby chargeable and charged on such tolls 
shall be fully paid and satisfied, and the costs and expenses attending the keeping 
up, supporting, maintaining, lighting and watching said Bridge, and the expenses of 
collecting such toll, then the surplus or residue to arise therefrom shall be paid 
into the' chamberlain Of said city, for the use of said -mayor, community and citizens 
of Londonderry, to be ‘applied in the same manner •’ as other estates and .property 
are vested in the Said mayor, community and 'citizens of Londonderry, -for the Use 
and improvemeht of said clty-and suburbs.” 

&03. If, 
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603- If, in Mr. Curry’s account, no charge appeared of 650/. for losses on the 
ferrv, at what period would the commissioners have been in a situation to pay ott 
any portion of their debt ? — U p to the year 1813, thgre was scarcely any part ot the 
debt which could be liquidated. If there had been, and an account of the tolls 
taken, and a proper account of interest, there would have been very little money at 
that time to pay off the interest. 

604. The question asked is, if in Mr. Curry’s account there did not appear a 
charge for 650/. loss on the ferry ; at what period would the commissioners have 
been in a situation to discharge any portion of that debt ?— I cannot tell ; it woul 

take long to answer that. . . . „ ... 

605. Have, the goodness to take your own account into your hand, ancl with 

your account you can answer the question ; if no charge had been ma e or osses 
on the ferry, at what period would the commissioners have been in a situation to 
commence discharging any portion of the debt? You must exp am wia prin- 
ciple I am to go upon ; here are the accounts ; I cannot answer such a question at 
the moment. , - 

606. What are the receipts of the first year, 1791 l — i, 53 °- 

607. What is the year’s interest on the outlay?— £. 995. 12 s. 90. 

60X. What are the expenses that year of the Bridge ?— £. 5 1 - 

6 oq. What will the interest and expenses come to?— £. 1,04b- 128, 9a. 

. 610. Deduct that from the other sum and what remains, and say what the com- 
missioners would have had it in their power to pay off the first year, if np allow- 
ance had been made them for the ferries ?— £. 4 » 3 > 7 * ?«• 

611. Will you tell the Committee what was the prime cost ol the bridge . 

£ '^2 59 Deduct from that the balance of the last year, and tell the Cornmitpe 
what a year's interest on that balance would be at six per cent. ?— 1 0.4 10 - 1 2 t. g a. 

“tTwh* « the interest on .6,4.0/. at six per cent.P-f.984 and some 

fraction. . 

614. What are the expenses that year?— £. i/ 5 ; 

615. If you add these to the interest, what does it make . L. } , 59 - 

r 7 : zt w » •>» ««•- 

tliif Committee know the 

third year? — £.16,099. - a 

6iq. What would be the interest on that'— £, 94 ^- 
620- What are the expenses that year?— £. 550 - 
62 1 What do these two together make ?— £• 1 , 49 b - 

KrtmS^r^n& might have liquidated some 

° f “d*U a. all events previously to . 8 . 4 , the whole of the debt 
incurred would have been paid off?- -It would n.ot. without it 

625. Not taking into account the 650 /.the loss on the ferry? 

626. In 1801 the receipts of the Bridge amounted to 2,27 O/..-I0S. 

627 And from that time the receipts have varied between 2,50 

™uld not have been liquidated before 

their natural rights in their perpetual property ?-I think not, no m 

property. . interests is to he regarded, must not the 

Corporation ^have’^ een compensated by somebody, or would they not have had an 

ncZf-The same as advantageously to Mr. 

632. If the Corporatmn had leased ^ tV J Corpo- 

property b, a suhstitution of the Bridge? 
apS * would have had ti.ataction against the Coition 
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Mr. for the measures they had taken, and would have claimed a mitigatioin of the rent 

James Gregg. or claimed indemnity for his loss, would he not? — I think so. 

* C34. Who sought that Act of Parliament ? — The Corporation, I believe. 

in Jtme, 635. Entirely? — Yes. 

33 ‘ 636. They must be bound by the terms of that Act of Parliament r — Of course 

the Act of Parliament is binding on all the King’s subjects. 

637. It was entirely of their own seeking ? — Yes. 

638-. It is not to be binding on the public, and not binding on the Corporation? 
— It is binding on all the King’s subjects. 

639. There are powers taken in the 24th and 25th clauses for remunerating the 
owners of any buildings pulled down; if the owners of the ferry had been other 
than the commissioners of the Bridge, do you conceive that any Parliament 
would have passed an Act to have taken away their right in that ferry without grant- 
ing them remuneration ? — I conceive they would not. 

640. Look at the 30th clause; does that clause in any manner refer to the tolls 
of the ferry after the erection of the Bridge? — No, it does not. 

641. In your opinion it does not? — No, I think not. 

642. You were asked, the Bridge having been erected, if the right to the toll on 
the ferry ceased, and- you answered, “it had ceased ever since;” what do you 
mean ? — I meant the toll had ceased. 

643. The meaning of that clause you understand to be, that the title of the 
lessee to take the tolls ceased when the Bridge was erected, but not the title of the 
reversioner ? — Yes, whatever right he had remained. 

644. Will you have the goodness to read the 21st clause? — “ Provided always, 
that nothing herein contained shall extend or be deemed, construed or taken to 
extend to prejudice or affect, or prevent or hinder the mayor, community and 
citizens of Londonderry aforesaid, from demanding and receiving the usual and 
customary tolls and duties payable to the mayor, community and citizens of Lon- 
donderry aforesaid, as they have heretofore received the same ; but the said mayor, 
community and citizens, and their successors, shall have power, and be at liberty to 
receive the tolls, duties and customs paid to and received by them in such manner 
as has been usual and customary in the said city and liberties.” 

G45. With regard to the reduction in 1824, it was exclusively upon the agricul- 
tural interest? — I think on manures and turf. 

646. It was for the relief of that interest? — It was for the relief of all classes 
that were in the habit of carrying them over to market. 

647 Can you tell the amount of the debt of the Corporation previous to re- 
building the Bridge in 1814 ? — It is stated here to be 60,000 /. 

648. Can you tell the amount of the debt of the Corporation previous to rebuild- 
ing the bridge in 1814 ? — About 60,000 /. 

649. Will you look at the preamble of the Act of 1814, and tell the Committee 
whether it recognizes it ? — It does in the recital of the Act. 

650. Will you read the words reciting the existence of the debt And 
whereas the said Corporation of the said city of Londonderry have from time to time 
borro wed large sums of money, amounting in the whole to the sum of 60,000/. for de- 
fraying the expense of building the said Bridge and keeping the same in repair, and 
of constructing quays, wharfs and other public works for the purposes of trade and 
commerce in the said city, which sums are now secured by bonds of the said Cor- 
poration under their corporate seal, and it would facilitate the means of discharging 
the said debt, and of. maintaining and extending the said public works, if the said 
Corporation were empowered to borrow money on debentures on security of the. 
said tolls of the said Bridge, and of the rents and profits of the estates of the said 
Corporation.” 

651 . Is that merely the recital of the Act?— Yes, it is. 

652. Does that Act of Parliament enable the Corporation to issue debentures for 
the repayment of that debt ? — Yes, it does. 

653. Does it not make those debentures specific charges on the tolls of the 
Bridge ? — It does; it makes them a charge on the tolls. 

654. Does it not give, power to the Court of Chancery to sequester the tolls on 
the non-payment of the interest on the securities?— Yes, it does. 

^ 55 - Those debentures were invented as a means of better securing a debt 
already existing and recognized by that Act ?— They were. 

656. Do you not therefore conceive, that the tolls remained chargeable with 
whatever proportion of that debt remains unpaid ?— I think so. 

657. If 
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C57. If the legislature intended otherwise would it do you think have noticed the 
debt at all P — I think not. . , . 

658. Would it have created greater facilities for the creditor in recovering his 
interest if such was not the intention of the Act ? — I should think not. 

659. Have you any doubt that upon the plain construction of this Act a court ot 
equity would hold the tolls responsible for the security for the debt?— I am of 
opinion it would, a court of equity would. 

660. In other words there is a statutable mortgage at present affecting the tolls . 

661. Did the Corporation issue any debentures ? — No. 

66 2. Do you think their not issuing the debentures can affect the general prin- 
ciple of pledging the tolls for the debt? — I think not. 

663. The ferry was the property of the Corporation before the passing ot the 
Act of 1790?— Yes. 

664. And it still remains so? — It does. , 

665. Have the kindness to look at the sixth section of the 54th of George the 3d, 
what is the consideration granted there for the funding? — “And be it further 
enacted, that in consideration of the additional tolls hereby granted, they, the 
said Corporation, shall and they are hereby directed and required, at all times for 
ever hereafter, to maintain and support a proper and substantial Bridge across the 
said river at or near the said city ; and the said Corporation shall and they are 
hereby directed and required to set apart in every year, from the passing of this Act, 
the sum of 1,000/. at least for that purpose, which sum shall be from time to time 
invested in anv of the public funds in Ireland, and the interest arising therefrom 
shall be once a year or oftener added to the principal, until the money thus accu- 
mulated shall amount to the sum of 30,000/. which shall and may then be applied 
by the said Corporation in repairing or rebuilding the said Bridge in such manner 
as they shall think proper, and to no other use and purpose whatsoever ; and in 
case any Bridge to be built over the said river shall be carried away or rendered 
impassable by ice or floods, or any other accident, the tolls hereby made payable for 
passincr over the said Bridge shall be paid for passing over any ferry to be used m 
lieu thereof, and the money arising therefrom shall be invested and applied in like 
manner as the annual sum of 1,000/. hereinbefore mentioned, but shall not be 
deemed or taken as part of the said sum of 30,000/.” 

666 Why did not the Corporation fund 1,000/. a year according to the direc- 
tions of that Act?— Because they had already incurred a debt of 60,000/. for the 
Bridge imd other public works, the interest of which they were obliged to pay ; they 
were^burdened with the annual interest on the payment of this debt, and other 
necessary disbursements; the Corporation, by accepting that Act, submi ted to an 
obligation certainly inconsistent with their financial condition; for, on looking at 
the account of the tolls, it will show that it was impossible out of them funds to lay 
past the annual sums charged against the Budge; ,f the Corporal.™ had had the 
income contemplated by the framers of the Act of . 8 14, and actual y did receive a 
lance additional revenue created by that Act, they admitted they could not deny the - 
rioht of the public to call them to an account for the apparent malversation ; but on 
looking at the amount of toll, the Committee wifi see the compliance with the terms 
of the Act was impracticable ; the average of the additional tolls for the first three 

years was only 500/. , . . , . 

3 667 Was there any other additional charge put upon you about that time . 
About 1817 we were to fund; but in the year 1819 or . 1820 our rent was raised 
Irom 42 1. a year, which it had been for 1 50 years, to 600 1. a year. 

668 The rent of what? — They put us under a moral incapability. 

669! The rent of what?— Of our holdings under the Irish Society, which we had 

670 The rent of the corporate grounds of Derry? — Yes; it lessened our means. 

671 Did you ever read this clause, the 30th of George 3d, 31st clause ; i ro- 
vitled also, that nothing herein contained shall affect injure and destroy the 1 rights 
and privileges of any person in said city, suburbs or liberties of any right which they 
heretofore enjoyed of passing and repassing the sa.d ferry ; but suen person and 
persons shall have, exercise and enjoy the same right and privilege of passmg and 
repassing over said Bridge as they might over the said ferry, ally thing herein con- 
tained to the contrary thereof in anywise notwithstanding? —Yes. 

672. Having: read that clause, did the Act of Parliament contemplate the liability 
.1 1 . i._ c „ri ovamitilna the rights of the ferrv ? — I do not com- 



to the charges of the ferry and exercising the rights of the ferry ? 
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prehend your question, this clause preserves the right of those who had power to 
pass the ferry for nothing. 

673. Does it not consider the Bridge in loco, or standing in the place of the ferry? 
— There was no one had a right to pass it but ourselves. 

674. The rights of ferry were vested in the Corporation? — Yes, and they passed 
over freely. 

675. It was substituted by the Bridge? — Yes. 

676. In the Act of Parliament it recognizes one to be standing in the place of the 
other? — Yes. 

677. Reserving the same right ? — Yes. 

678. Does the reservation of the right involve the existence of the previous state 
of things ? — The Bridge was liable to the same loss that the ferry was by those 
persons passing over. 



Luna, 24 ° die Junii, 1833 . 



CAPTAIN THEOBALD JONES, 

IN THE CHAIR, 



Mr. James Gregg, again called in ; and Examined. 

.679. WHAT are those accounts you have in your hand ? — Debtor and creditor 
account of the Bridge, and showing the money expended annually on the Bridge. 

680. That debtor and creditor account of the Bridge do you put in, in order to 
correct some errors that have appeared in your former account? — Yes; and I am 
quite certain this is correct. 



(A.) The Bridge over the Foyle at Londonderry, in Account with the Corporation, 
from 1790 to 1st January 1833. 



1 79 ° : \To Cash expended"' 
Dec. 31. J in building -J 

179 1 '’- \To one year’s In-") 
Dec. 31./ terest - -jj 

To Disbursements j 
Loss by Ferry - J 



By Receipts of Toll - 



1792: To one year’s Interest 
Disbursements - 

Loss by Ferry - 



By Receipts of Toll - 



' 793 = To one year’s Interest 
Disbursements - 
Loss on Ferry - 



By Receipts of Toll - 



1 794 : Tooneyear’s Interest 
Disbursements - 

Loss on Ferry 

By Receipts of Toll - 
Carried up - 



£. s. d. 




£. s. d. 


10,594 - - 


Brought up - 


18,818 9 3 




1795 : Tooneyear’s Interest 


1,129 2 2 




Disbursements - 


377 ~ - 


995 12 9 


Loss on Ferry - 


650 - - 


5 i - - 




20,974 11 5 




By Receipts of Toll - 


1 ,400 - - 


18,290 12 9 


1,530 - - 




19,574 11 5 


16,760 12 9 


1796: Tooneyear’s Interest 


1,174 10 - 




Disbursements - 


171 - - 


1,005 12 9 


Loss on Ferry - 


650 - - 








650 - - 


By Receipts of Toll - 


21,57° 1 5 


18,591 5 e 


1,415 - - 


1,470 - - 




20,155 1 5 


17,121 5 6 


1 797 : To oue year’s Interest 


1,209 6 - 


1,027 5 6 


Disbursements - 1 


237 - - 


550 - 
650 - ~ j 


Loss on Ferry 


650 - - 






22,251 7 5 


19,348 u - | 


By Receipt of Toll - 


1,476 - - 


1,500 - - 






17,848 11 - 




20,775 7 5 


1,070 18 3 


1798: To one year’s Interest 


1,246 10 - 


554 - - 


Disbursements - 




650 - - , 


Ferry - - : 


650 - - 


20 ,X 23 ; 9 3 




•23,171 17' 8 


1,305 — - 


By Receipt - 


1,500 - - 


18,818 9 3 


Carried forward 


21,671 17 8 
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By Receipt of Tolls - 

1800: To one year’s Interest 
Disbursements - 
Berries 

By Receipt of Tolls - 

1801 : To one year’s Interest 
Disbursements - 
Ferries 



By Receipt of Toll- I 

1802: To one year’s Interest 
Disbursements - 
Loss on Ferry - 

By Receipt of Toll - 

1803: To one year’s Interest 
Disbursements - 
Ferries 

By Receipt of Toll - 

1804: To one year’s I nterest 
Disbursements - 
Ferry 

By Receipt of Toll - 

1805: To one year’s Interest 
Disbursements - 
Ferry 

By Receipt of Toll - 

1806: Toone year’s Interest 
Disbursements - 

Ferry 

By Receipt of Toll - 



Ferry 

By Receipt of Toll 
Carried up 



1,300 5 10 
375 ~ " 

650 ~ ~ 
23,997 3 6 
D59° ~ ~ 
22,407 3 6 
1,344 8 6 
503 “ " 
650 ~ ~ 
24,904 12 - 

1,569 - ~ 

23.335 12 ’ 
1 ,400 2 - 
I 382 - - 
650 - - 

25.7 6 7 H - 
2,270 - - 
23.497 *4 
1,409 17 
650 - ■ 
650 - 
26,207 11 
2,505 “ 



23,702 11 


- 


1,422 3 


- 18 


2, 800 - 


— 


650 - 




28,574 14 


- 


2,700 - 




25,874 14 


- 


1,552 10 


_ 18 


2,865 - 


- 


650 - 


- 


30.942 4 


- 


2,635 - 




28,307 4 


- 


1,698 8 


6 16 


3.291 ~ 




650 - 




33.94® ia 


T 


2,865 - 


- 


31,081 7 


- 


1,864 13 


_ 1 


387 - 


- 


650 - 


- 


33.983 - 


- 


2,900 - 


- 


31,083 - 


- 


1,865 - 


- 


322 - 




650 - 


- 


33,920 - 


- 


2,915 - 


- 


31,005 


- 



( Brought up - j 
1808: To one year’s Interest i 
Disbursements - 
Ferry 

By Receipt of Toll - 

1809 : To one year’s Interest 
Disbursements - 
Ferry 

By Receipt of Toll - 

1810; To one year ’s I nterest 
Disbursements - 
Ferry 



By Receipt of Toll - 

1811 : To oney ear’s Interest 

Disbursements - 
Ferry 

By Receipt of Toll - 

1812: To one year’s Interest 
Disbursements - 
Ferry 





55 




£. 

31,005 


s. d. 


Mr. 

James Gregg. 


1,860 

1,851 

650 


6 - 


24 June, 
1833 * 


35.360 


6 - 




3,020 


- - 




3 2 . 34 ® 


6 - 




1,940 

725 

650 


17 - 




36.662 


3 ~ 




3.205 


- - 




32.457 


3 - 




i ,947 

644 

650 


9 ~ 





By Receipt of Toll - 

: To one year’s Interest 
Disbursements - 
Ferry 

By Receipt of Toll - 



Ferry 

Receipts - - £• >» 

Government! £_ „ 000 
advance J ' ’ 

Expenditure - , 4.774 



Rebuilding - £. 3 . 4 28 16 
Repairs - 7°7 16 



By Receipt of Toll - 

816: Toone year’s Interest 
Disbursements - 
Ferry 

By Receipt of Tolls - 
Carried forward 



35,698 12 - 
3.530 - - 
32,168 12 ■ 

i,93«> - 
317 - 

650 ~ ' 

35> o6 5 12 
3465 - 
31,610 12 
1,896 12 
830 - 
650 - 

34.9 8 7 4 
3,525 ~ 
31,462 4 

1,857 H 
1,050 - 
650 - 



36.049 1 


8 


- 


3.58o 


- 


- 


31.489 1 


8 


- 


1,888 


4 


- 


650 




- 


34,008 


2 


- 


1,976 


- 


- 


32,032 


2 


- 


1,921 


18 


- 


4,136 


12 


_ 


650 


~ 


- 


38.74° 


12 


- 


4,200 


~ 


- 


.34.540 


12 


- 


2,072 


8 


— 


496 


- 


- 


650 


- 


- 


37,759 


7 


- 


4,000 


- 


- 


33.769 


7 


- 
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Brought forward - 
1817: To one year’s Interest 
Disbursements - 
Ferry * - - • -• 

By Receipt of Toll - 



1818: To one year’s Interest 
Disbursements - 
Ferry 



By Receipt of Toll ■ 



1819: To one year’s I nterest 
Disbursements - 
Ferry 



By Receipt of Toll - 



1820: To oneyear’s Interest 
Disbursements - 
Ferry 



By Receipt of Toll - 



1821 : Toone year’s Interest 
Disbursements - 
Ferry 



By Receipt of Toll ■ 



1822: To one year’s Interest 
Disbursements - 
Ferry 



By Receipt of Tolls - 

1823: To oneyear’s Interest 
Disbursements - 
Ferry - 

By Receipt of Tolls - 

J824 : To oneyear’s Interest'll 
at 5 per cent. j| 
Disbursements - 
Ferry 

By Receipt ofTolls - 
Carried up - 



£. 


s. 


d. 




33.759 


7 




Brought up - 


2,025 


12 


- 


1825: To oneyear’s Interest 


663 


6 


- 


Disbursements - 


650 


- 


- 


Ferry 


37.098 


6 


- 




3.920 


- 


- 


By Receipt of Toll - 


33.178 


5 


- 


Irish - 


i,99o 


14 


_ 


British 


i,54o 


3 


- 


650 


- 




1826: Toone year’s Interest 
Disbursements - 


37,359 


2 


- 


4,050 


- 


- 


Ferry 


33,309 


2 


" 


By Receiptof Tolls - 


1,998 


11 


- 




1,500 


— 


— 




650 


- 


- 


1827: To one year’s Interest 


37457 






13 




Ferry 


4.360 


- 


- 


33,097 


13 




By Receipt of Toll - 


1.985 


17 


- 




1,413 

650 




- 


1828: To one year’s Interest 


37447 


5 


- 


Ferry 


4,055 


- 


- 




33,092 


5 




By Receipt of Toll - 


■ 1,985 


11 






640 


17 


- 


1829: To oneyear’s Interest 


650 




- 


Disbursements - 


36,368 


3 


- 


Ferry 


4,155 


- 


- 


By Receipt of Toll - 


32,213 


3 


- 


1,932 


16 


- 




834 


- 


- 


1 830 : Toone year’s Interest 


650 


- 


- 


Disbursements - 


35.639 


19 


- 


Ferry - 


4-335 


- 


- 


By Receipt of Toll - 


31,294 


19 


- 


1,877 13 


- 




072 


12 


- 


1831: To oneyear’s Interest 


650 


- 


- 


Disbursements - 


34,495 


5 


- 


Ferry 


4,140 


- 


- 


By Receipt of Toll - 


30,355 


5 


- 


1,877 14 


- 


1832: To oneyear’s Interest 


072 


12 


- 


Disbursements - 


I 650 


- 


- 


Ferry 


33.538 


- 


- 




4.150 


- 




By Receipt of Toll - 


29.388 


- 







£. 


s. 


d. 


29.388 


- 


- 


1,469 


8 




1,127 


1 


_ 


650 


- 


- 


32,634 


9 




4,165 


- 


- 


28.479 


9 


- 


26,288 


15 


_ 


i.3H 


8 


_ 


864 




_ 


600 




- 


29,067 


7 


- 


3,800 


- 


- 


25,267 


7 


- 


1,263 


7 


_ 


850 




_ 


600 


- 


- 


27.981 


9 


- 


3,800 


- 


- 


24,181 


9 


- 


1,209 


1 




802 


l8 


_ 


600 


- 


- 


26,793 


8 


- 


3,850 


- 


- 


22,943 


8 


- 


1447 


3 


- 


572 


6 


- 


600 


- 


- 


25,262 


17 


- 


3,950 


- 


- 


21,312 


17 


- 


1,065 


12 


_ 


518 


n 


- 


600 


- 


- 


23,497 


- 


- 


3.850 


- 


- 


19,647 


- 


- 


982 


7 


- 


1,289 17 


- 


600 


- 


- 


22,519 


4 


- 


3,800 




- 


18,719 


4 


- 


935 


19 


- 


1,699 


11 


- 


600 


- 




21,954 


14 


- 


3,888 


6 


- 


18,066 


8 


- 



68 1. And 
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681. And as to the other, which appears to be an annual account of the expen- 
diture of the Bridge, do you also put that in to correct an error in the former account 
— It is so. •» 



(B.) An Account showing the Sums expended Annually on the Bridge of Derry. 



179 1 

1792 

1793 

1794 

1795 

1796 

1797 

1798 

1799 

1800 

1801 

1802 

1803 

1804 

1805 

1806 

1807 

1808 

1809 

1810 

1811 

1812 

1813 

1814 
1815. 



'Rebuilding, £.3.428 15 
Repairing 



- 175 “ 

- 550 “ 
554 - 
377 ‘ 

- 171 - 

- 237 - 
500 

- 375 
503 
382 
650 

- 2,800 

- 2,865 

- 3,291 

- 3«7 
322 

- 1,851 

- 7 2 5 

- 644 

- 317 
830 

- 1,050 

- H,774 

i 4’ i3<5 1 



8 h 



1816 - 

1817 

1818 

1819 & 1820 - 

1821 - 

1822 - 

1823 - 

1824 - 

1825 - 


£. s. d. 

496 7 2 

663 6 - 

- 1,540 3 1 

- 2,913 16 2 

640 6 11 

- 834 8 3 
672 12 5 

- 1,015 - 3 

- 1,127 1 1 




£.48,420 15 8 \ 


British - - 


£.44,696 2 2 


1826 

1827 - 

1828 - 

1829 

1830 

1831 

1832 


864 4 - 
850 15 4 
802 17 9 
67 2 6 8 
518 10 10 J 
472 18 10 l 
882 12 4 




£. 49,660 7 - 



Exclusive of original Expenditure and 
Interest. 



Mr, 

Jmnes Gregg. 



•24 -June, 
i 833- 



682. Do you apply to the Committee to get leave to withdraw the former 
accounts, and the examination on them ?— I think it would be as well to do so. 

683. What is the statement? —It is a statement in reference to the debtor and 

^684* What is the object of putting in this statement ?— As being explanatory of 

Was there "^Tike'Vtatement put in with the former debtor and creditor 

“ 6°8 6 ” ' W d the Stotommt ?-“ A Debtor and Creditor Account of the Bridge oyer 
the Foyle at Londonderry, to the ed of February .833-’ " Upon preparing a debtor 

and creditor account of the Bridge over the Foyle, it appears that there would be a 
balance due to the Corporation, of ifi.obbf. l 3 r In making up the account the 
advance by Government in 1814 has been introduced, givmg the public credit for 
the sum which was not that year expended, and the two payments made m 1832 
and ?S 33 are included. The Bridge is of course responsible for the repayment of 
the balance still due to Government ; an allowance has also been made for the 
interest of the Corporation in the ferry, which they held previous to the passing of 
the Act of the 3 cl o ? f George the 3 d; the rent paid them by the tenant in 1789, 
was (tooi, bnt as that tenant received a large profit, and his gross receipts at that 
timewere averaged about l8f. a week, and as the ferry let at the rate of 1,400/. 
avear in 1814/ when the Bridge was carried away, the Corporation must in 
faknes’s be considered as entitled to claim a very large sum, if the amount were 
taken strictly as a debtor and creditor account. It is on this account assumed as 
being worth 600 L British per annum ; the rent, and some expenses of Acts of 
Parliament &c. &c., are not included in this account. 

687 In your evidence of Friday, you seemed to regard the Br.dgeas the property 
of Incorporation, and liable to its debts, didyounot?-I did. The tolls of the 

Br 68 B 8.’ Do you consider it all the property of the Corporation <— 'Yes. 

68q Tin/ property of the Bridge, in whoever vested was created by an Act of 
Parliament, was it not ?-The tolls were created by Act of Parliament, and we 
erected the Bridge under that Act. 

■ 557. H 



Printed image digitised by the University of Southampton Library Digitisation Unit 




Mr. 

James Gregg. 

24 June, 
1833- 



58 MINUTES OF EVIDENCE BEFORE SELECT COMMITTEE 

690. Was that the Act of 1 790 ? — 1 790. 

691. Was that Act obtained on the petition of the Corporation ?— It was, and 
so I have stated. 

692. And the Bridge erected under that Act, replaced the ferry, did it not? It 

was built in the place of the ferry. 

693. It replaced the ferry? — It did. 

694. And for the passing of the Bridge certain tolls were granted, were they not- 1 
- Yes. 

695. Has the Act been very precise in defining the purposes for which the 
produce of these tolls should be applied? — It does state the purposes. 

696. Very precisely? — I think it does, very plainly. 

697. That is your answer, is it? — It is. 

698. You have already stated that no charge for loss on the ferry appears in the 
accounts kept by Mr. Curry, have you not ? — I have. 

699. State when this charge was first made ? — The charge was not made in any 
of the books, it was returned with our accounts now to the Committee ; it was not 
entered in any of our books. 

700. Is it made now for the first time? — It is; I did not think it necessary to 
enter it in the’ books. 

701. Is it made now for the first time? — It is. 

702. Does it appear in Mr. Curry’s account? — No.. 

703. You 1 stated on Friday, that previous to the Act of 1790, the Corporation 
enjoyed the ancient ferry, which ferry ’they hold by grant in perpetuity from- the Irish 
Society, did you not? — The Act of Parliament so states, and their own books which 
I have here ; the Act of Parliament states, we hold the ferry in perpetuity. 

704. Is it the fact that you hold the ferry in perpetuity ?— I conceive that we do ; 
I will read the words of the Act, and I think it bears me out. That Act was con- 
sented to by the Society. 

7 ° 5 - You may refer to the Act “ Provided always, that nothing herein con- 
tained shall in any manner injure, lessen or defeat the right, title and interest of the 
honourable Society of the Governor and Assistants of London, of and in the new 
Plantation in Ulster, within the realm of Ireland, to the sum of 20 1 . sterling yearly for 
ever, payable out of the said tolls, under the lease or grant made of the ferry on the 
said river Lough Foyle to the said mayor, commonalty and citizens of Londonderry, 
or any covenant or agreement entered into between them, in case the said Bridge 
should not be built, or shall, become ruinous and impassable.” I always considered 
that an acknowledgement of a perpetuity, and so did the recorder. 

706. What meaning do you attach to the words “ in case the said Bridge shall not 
be built, or be allowed to become ruinous ”?-^-That nothing shall lessen or defeat 
the title ; the Irish Society’s title to receive the sum of 20/. a year for ever, payable 
out of the said tolls under the lease or grant made of the ferry to the mayor and 
commonalty, in case the said Bridge shall not be built, oris ruinous and impassable ; 
I say in case of becoming ruinous and impassable, or it was not built, they weie 
still ’entitled to receive the 20/. for ever. 

707. Then you reserved the right of the Irish Society to the 20 /. a year out of 
the ferry, provided the said Bridge shall not be built, or become ruinous and impas- 
sable ?■ — Yes, I think so ; I may be wrong. 

708. You were asked the other day whether any special covenant or agreement 
had been entered into?— I never saw any. 

709. How do the Corporation hold the ferry, by a grant or by lease ?— Here is 
a grant acknowledged in this Act of Parliament which was passed with the sanction 
and approbation of the Irish Society ; that I always understood was passed with 
their sanction, with their privity and knowledge; and those very tolls of the ferry, 
in case the Bridge was carried away, are made liable by the Act of last year to pay 
our debt to the Government ; it was with the sanction of the Society .who knew of 
that Act passing. The Society have always appeared to me to have acknowledged 
our right. 

■', 7 ! 0 . The question is, how the Corporation hold the ferry, is it by grant or by 
lease .—Tt is by grant acknowledged by this Act of Parliament from the .Society. 

.That grant is acknowledged in the Act of Parliament conditionally, is it 
not . Does it not acknowledge a grant of a ferry on payment of 20/. a year for 
ever, to the Society. 1 J ' 

How does the mention of that grant in the Act of Parliament bind the Irish 
Society to you? — Bind them to us, for what? 

713.' Does 
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713. Does the mention of that grant in the Act of Parliament bind the Irish 
Society to you ? — I think it does, coupled with their own act. 

714. Does it secure to you the ferry for ever ? — I should hope so. 

715. Is the ferry held by grant or by a minute of the Society on their books .— 

1 never saw the Society’s books, but I have a book here. 

716. Have you either lease or grant of it?- — I never saw any. 

717. You have neither lease or grant? — I never saw any. .. , 

718. You stated the debt of the Corporation in 1814, previous to rebuilding the 

Bridge, to be 60,000 l. did you not?— I did. - , 

710. Can you state the exact amount?— About 60,000/. ; from that to 6-, 

720. What book is this “ A concise View of the Irish Society. 

721. By whom does it purport to be prepared ; was it prepared by a committee 

° f 72^2. b And by their secretary, Mr. Schultes?— Yes, and published by that body. 

723. Does it purport to contain extracts from their own books r— It does. ■ 

724. Read an extract of the 29* of April 1789. will you ’ Tto P*p 
timber bridge at Londonderry was estimated to cost 10,000/. ; a memoried was sent 
by the Corporation to the Society on the subject, and to obtain a lease of the tolls 

in the entry of the 15th of July?-" The , 5 th of July the^miUee 

made the Report on the said memorial, which the Society confirmed, granting their 
request for which the Corporation afterwards returned their. acknowledgments. 

q 72 6 ’ Then the Corporation have some documents in their possession, winch 
prove they have a grants the ferry in perpetuity from the Irish Society, have they 

not?— I canilot say, I never saw any. 

727 Have the Corporation any such document?— I nevei saw any. 

Lsl Yon stated the debt of the Corporation in 1814, previous to rebuilding the 

Bridge, to be 60,000/., did you not?— Thereabouts. T think so 

729 Did you not say the Act of 181 4 recognizes that debt.— I think so. 

7JO Are you of Opinion the Act recognizes the debt because you find the debt 
memionedlVthe rectal in the preamble of the Actl-X constder the Act of Par. 

‘^SS'^Sihe debt is mentioned in the preamhie, do you?- 

^What is the consequence of this recognition ?-To place it of course in a way 

drawn from the preamble. , , . 

HI clauses may be, whether 

.Parliament is to be construed in my opinion dtogethei. ^ ^ that the 

iegilmm^TS tavi^in the preamhie?- i think they endeavoured to 
eft 7 C 4o‘'ln what way ?-By securing the debt upon the funds of the Corporation, 
th i'™e clauses secure the debt, do theyi-I think so; they provide 

and other funds of the Corporation. ^ ^ ^ you 

557- 
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743. You have made a Return; no money was raised by debentures under the 
54th of George the 3d ; is that so ?— There was none. 

744. Then so far no part of the debt of the Corporation is secured under the 54th 
of George the 3d ? — Not by debentures. 

745. The enacting clauses of the Bill provided that the debt may be secured by 
debentures on the Bridge and other property of the Corporation, have any deben- 
tures been issued ? — None. 

746. Is not the Act of the 54th of George the 3d a private Act?— It is a 
private Act. 

■ 747. And sought for by the Corporation ? — It was. 

748. Did the Corporation obtain this Act in their corporate capacity, or as com- 
missioners for the Bridge ? — They obtained it as a Corporation. 

749. Not as commissioners for the Bridge ? — They are the same body. 

750. Were they commissioners for the Bridge? — They were. 

751 . Do they consider the Bridge as their property ? — They do. 

752. If the Corporotion considers the Bridge as their property, why in justice 
should they charge the public high tolls, and not fulfil the other conditions by which 
they were bound in the Act of Parliament to the public ? —They charge no tolls but 
what are allowed by law. 

753. Did they fulfil the conditions by which they were bound by the Act?— Do 
the Committee mean funding, and all that. 

754. Yes? — No, they did not. 

755. They therefore, as a Corporation, sought for this Act of Parliament, and 
obtained this Act of Parliament, securing all their debts on the Bridge, whether 
contracted for Bridge purposes or not, and did not themselves fulfil the condition 
by which they were bound by this Act of Parliament ; is that so? — They did not, 
for they were not able to do it. 

756. The Bridge was their property was it not ? — Yes. 

757. Was the Act of their seeking ? — It was. 

758. Had not the Corporation, as commissioners for the Bridge, a certain duty to 
perform to the public ? — I think they had. 

759. Ought the commissioners to have burthened the Bridge with a debt not 
connected with the Bridge, and not contracted for the purposes of the Bridge, 
if they had done their duty to the public ? — That I do not know ; that is matter of 
opinion ; it has been done. 

760. In the year 1814, when this Act was obtained, what was the state of the 
Bridge ; was it in progress of liquidation, or of increase? — The account will show 
exactly how it was. 

761. Refer to it, and state how that is ? — It was in progress of increase. 

762. What was the amdunt of debt at that period ? —1813? 

763. — By this account it appears to be 3 1 ,489 /. i8a\ 

764. Then the debt on the Bridge was gradually increasing ? — It was. 

765. And under these - circumstances the commissioners seek to impose an addi- 
tional debt on the Bridge of 28,500/. ; is that so? — They do not seek tq impose any 
additional debt ; they sought to secure the debt that was incurred before that time ; 
no additional debt, the debt that had been incurred before. 

766. On Friday you expressed an opinion a court of equity would hold the Bridge 
tolls responsible for the debt of the Corporation ? — I did, and I think so under that 
Act of Parliament. 

767. And under these circumstances which you have already mentioned,, that in 
18] 4> the debts on the Bridge, for Bridge purposes, was increasing, the commis- 
sioners for the Bridge seek to impose an additional debt of 28,500/. on the Bridge ; 
a debt which was not contracted for Bridge purposes ; is that so ? — The actual re- 
ceipts specify how the debt was contracted, amounting in the whole to 60,000 /. 
for defraying the expenses of building the Bridge, and keeping the same in repair, 
and of constructing quays, wharfs and other public works, for the purposes of trade 
and commerce in the said city. That was the recital of the Act, and the 28,000/. 
is part of that, I take it ; there was no additional debt created. The Corporation 
laid out 40 or 50,000/. in public works, much in supplying the city of Derry with 
water. 

768. You do not mean to mix up in the Bridge account those sums which the 
Corporation have laid out for purposes not connected with the Bridge, do you ? 

I think this Act acknowledgss them, and makes them a charge on the tolls of the 
Bridge and other property. 

769, You 
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760. You have already stated that the debt 00 the Bridge in 1814. was 31,489 (. 
That the debt was in progress of increase, not of liquidation ; under those circum- 
stances, then, the commissioners obtained from the Imperial Parliament an Act, 
authorising them to secure debts not contracted for Bridge purposes, on the Bridge 
which was already overwhelmed with its own debt; is that so? So the Act 

provides^ ^ Act of , 8i4j the Bridge „. as st m further charged with repay- 
ment of 15,000/. by yearly instalments to Government, and also with payment ot 
1 000/. annually until the sum amounted to 30,000 !., in order to create a fund tor 
the repair or rebuilding the Bridge!— Yes, the Corporation had expended a great 
deal of money for public purposes ; they laid out 15,000!. for securing pipe water; 

8,000!. of which they only have security for. . . ,. 

771 This pipe water has no connection with the Bridge, has it t No. 

772. Is the public passenger, who uses the Bridge necessarily connected with 
the Corporation, or with any part of that additional debt!- - I do not think he is ; 

7 7 3.° Can the public passenger in justice be called on to pay toll to be appro- 
priated to any other purpose than the supporting and maintaining the Bridge 

I cannot say indeed. . , r , . . 

774. You consider the Bridge the property of the Corporation ?— 1 do. 

77 When the Bridge was carried away in i8i4> d the Bridge was the property 
of the Corporation, why did not the Corporation restore the Bridge?— They had 

n °776 e And' they applied to Parliament for an Act to enable them to repair the 
•Bridge, by which they bound themselves by certain conditions, did they not. Yes. 

777 . ’ Have they fulfilled those conditions?— No. 

778. They have not funded the money which they ought to have done, have 

they? — They h^ve not. , T , . 

770 Which at this period would amount to what t — I do not know. 

780. Does it not appear, by n return yon have put in, to be 20,000 !. m round 

"Ts^Nathw'have^hey repaid their instalments to Government at the tune 
they became due?— No, there was an order in 1 821. to suspend them. 

No payment was made before that order was issued r-No. 

787 Is there any thing in this Act which confines the Corporation to keep 
separate accounts of tolls received, and to approprinte them in any particular man- 

n °784 'under this Act the tolls received are allowed to be added to the Corpo- 
ration fund, and to become liable to all the previous debts of the Corporation 

incurred for whatever purposes other than the Bridge . Just so. _ 

785. By the Act of 1790, the appropriation of the tolls is specifically pointed out, 

is it not?— It is particularly mentioned. 

786. And the Act of 1 79° gees to say the tolls shall not he paid to any other 
purpose than that mentioned in the Act ?-I do not know the exact u olds. , 

787 Are not these the words : “ And the said money so to be raised as afore- 
said is and shall be vested in the mayor and Ins successors, and the same and 
every part thereof shall be applied and disposed of, and shall be assigned to the 
several uses, intents and purposes as hereinafter is mentioned and directed . 

~Ss' You stated on Friday, the average annual increase of the receipts of tolls 
fo/three years after the Act of 1 8 1 4 came into operation, was 500 !., did you not . 

^8q U Was * there not in subsequent years a very considerable increase on that 
average -—There was an increase; but in 1817 our funds were deteriorated by 
the fifoi. a year additional rent. The Corporation were less able to pay by 
having their rent raised 560/. in one year. 

790. What rent was that?— The Society. 

1 701. For the general property?— Yes 

702 Notfor the Bridge!- Not tor the Bridge alone. 

-nn DM the ferry constitute any part of that general property, upon which tile 
rentwasso raised ?-No it did not, as we hold that at 20 1 . a year for ever. 

794. The 500 !. a year increased rent was for the property, exclusive of the 
Bridge, which remains the same, does it . 
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MV. • 795; To what purpose was the additional produce of these tolls apllied?— To 
Jama Gregg. the general purposes of the Corporation^ 

796. Not for the purposes of the Bridge?— We applied them to the Bridge cer- 

.24 June, tainlv, in the first instance. 

l833 ’ 797- What consideration did the public receive in consequence of their paying 

those increased tolls to the Corporation? — Ido not know that they receive any; 
the repairs were going on. f 

798. According to what scales are the tolls levied pray ?— Nearly to the scale of 
1800, with the exception of the halfpenny. 

799. When were they reduced to this scale? — Five or six years ago they were 
reduced on provisions, turf and manure, and last year, I think it was, we reduced 
them still further, so as to be as near as possible the scale of 1 800, with the excep- 
tion of the halfpenny. 

800. But the Commissioners have the power to raise to the highest scale, that of 
1814, still, have they not?— I should think so ; but I do not think they ever will. 

801. In the 54th of George the 3d, where power is given to secure the debts of 
the Corporation on the Bridge, other properties of the Corporation are connected, 
are they not ? — They are. 

802. Have the Corporation alieuated those properties ? — They have been sold. 

803. Have they all been sold? — Yes. 

804. Now there remains but the bridge to secure these debts, is not that so? — 
There is the pipe water. 

805. State what other property there maybe remaining? — Tonnage and pipe 
water. 

806. What is the amount of the sum due by the pipe water committee ? — £. 8,000 
Irish. 

807. What is the produce of the tolls of the markets ? — They are scarce 170/. 
a year. Customs on all agricultural produce have been reduced. We did every 
thing we could to meet the wishes of the people. 

808. Then the properties on which the debts of the Corporation were secured 
under the 54th of George the 3d, have been sold?— Yes. 

-809. At the time you obtained this Act, what proportion did the income, derived 
from the Bridge, bear to your other properties ? — I cannot say at the moment. 

{Witness undertook to put in an answer to this question next day. 

See Appendix, No. 3.] 

810. What was the debt of the Corporation in 1789 ? — Nothing at all, I believe. 

811. When was your Town Hall in Derry built, or your Assembly House ? — 
About six or seven years ago. 

812. What was the expenditure by the Corporation at that time, on that Assembly 
House? — I suppose that house cost upwards of 6,000/. It was an exchange, we 
had no public assembly at that time. 

813. What do you suppose, since 1814, that house has cost; do you suppose 
1 0,000 1. is near it ? — I think not. 

814. What is it entered at in the return ?—£. 5,077. 5s. 9 d., rebuilding the 
Corporation Hall. 

815. Out of what funds was that expenditure made? — Out of the general funds. 

816. Then part of the money received from the Bridge must have been expended 
on that Town Hall ? — Very likely. 

817. It must, must it not? — Oh, yes. 

81 8. Do you conceive that was following the Act of Parliament, even the Act of 
Parliament of 1814, to allow any portion of the money received from the Bridge 
to be expended on a purpose of that kind ? — It has been the custom of the Corpo- 
ration to pay all out of the general funds, and that was done as well as the rest ; it 
may have been wrong. 

819. Do you, on referring to the Act of 1814, perceive any clause which would 
in any way justify the Corporation in having so expended the Bridge money? — No, 
there is no such clause, empowering them to build a Corporation Hall. 

820. What, is the nature of this house that you have built; is it for public 
assemblies and' balls ? — -Yes, and public meetings. These gentlemen who are com- 
plaining, have meetings there whenever they wish, the Chamber of Commerce ; it 
was done for the public purpose. 

821. Previous to the building of the present Court House in Derry, how was this 

Town 
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Town Hall, or as it is now called the Corporation Hall, occupied ? — By the public 
Assizes Courts. 

822. The lower part of it, how was it occupied then ? — As a public market. 

823. The upper part as courts where the assizes are held? — Yes. 

824. How is the lower part occupied now? — As a public news room. 

825. Do the Corporation derive any benefit from that ? — They do not. 

826. Has there been any other expenditure of a similar kind made in Derry, for 
beautifying the town ? — There has been money laid out upon the Cathedral. 

827. Was this done out of the general funds?— It was done out of the general 

fUl 828. Was thatjustified bythe Actof Parliament of 1814?— I do not think it was. 
829. Is the Cathedral one of the quays of the town ? — No, it is not ; it is a public 

°8^o. What do you suppose was the amount of expenditure on the Cathedral ? — 

£. i,*6oo. . The parishioners were two years without a place of public worship, and 
we thought it a most shameful thing to see. 

831. Has there been, beside the Town Hall and the Cathedral, any other ex- 
penditure from these general funds in beautifying the town ? — The walls were kept 
up and the gates. Those were all so a long while ; time out of mind. 

832. Is that allowed under the Actof Parliament of i8i4; keeping up the 
walls ?— The money has been expended, and it is acknowledged in the Act ot 

' ^833 Answer the question first ?— The Act of Parliament does not authorize it. 

834! Are you not bound from the receipt of your tolls to keep up the walls ?— We 
are to keep up the walls. 

835. From the receipt of the tolls solely ?— fes.- 

836. Public quays and wharfs you consider yourself justified in repairing so, do 

y °'tlZ There appears to be an item of 2,414^ expended from .the general funds, 
in corn and butter markets ; was that an expenditure which it was justifiable to the 
Corporation to expend any of the Bridge funds upon?— No, that we were _bound 
to expend by our lease. from the society ; in addition to our rent they obliged us to 
lav out near 3,000 1. 

8*8 The keeping up of these markets formed actually pro tanto a certain por- 
tion of your rent, and your rent for your markets would have been more if you had 
not been obliged to keep up these markets ; is not that so ? X es. 

■ 830. And as to the weighhouse, the same answer maybe given 1— Yes. 

840. Fish and vegetable market in the same way ? Yes. 

841. Cathedral cost l ,476/. ?— Yes. . Q , - 

842 Gates and walls 3,230/. ?— That was not expended since 1814, but from 
time to time. I think that is a debt acknowledged by the Act. 

843. Do you consider that justifiable ; the walls ?— Not any money laid out since 

the Act, but most of it was laid out before. ' . , , . , 

•84a. Bells for Cathedral l, 4 G 9 <„ was that since 1 814 ?-I *ink not, it was before. 
Sac Then that sum must have been expended previous to any_of the Bridge 

money being included in the general Corporation funds, must it not r— No, it was 
not: the Corporation funds were general before that • , , . 

846. Had the Corporation, previous to 1814, adopted- the same plan of placing 
the Bridge funds among their general funds, and expending generally from that one 
fund; without reference to the particular object on which the expenditure might be 

m tU Hdw^ could the Corporation, previous to 1814, have justified their plating 
the Bridge funds in their general funds ?-Whether they were justified or not 

1 ^848.° Wmiid not the Corporation have been justified in so doing if there was 
a sum of money still due to them on the Bridget— I think they wou Id. 

Tq I^not •• the use and improvement of the said city and suburbs among the 
general objects of the 30th of George the 3d, to which the funds are to be applied . 

iS ‘any portion of the Bridge tolls arising from the Act of . 790 be ex- 
pended for the use and improvement of the city until the deb ior the erection o 
She Bridge, the annual expenditure of the Bridge, shall be totally and entirely paid 
off p. — Snch are the provisions of the Act, that they cannot. , 

851. Take the instance of the bells, whenever that expense, was incurred, do you 
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Mr. conceive that at that time, under the clause you have now referred to, they were 
James Gregg. justified in making the expenditure as having cleared off all that was due on the 

Bridge? — I cannot say that they were. 

34 June, 852. If the Committee understand correctly your view regarding the purview 

l8 33 - of the Act of 1790, the property in the Bridge was created by that Act of Parlia- 
ment, but the right to the ferry was not affected by it ? — That is my opinion. 

853. Do you keep separate accounts of the receipts of the ferry and of the 
Bridge ? — No. 

854. Is there any receipt from the ferry at all ? — None. 

855. On Friday you were asked if the mayor was not empowered under the Act 
of 1790 to rescind any portion of tolls, provided sufficient be left for payment of 
the aforesaid security, to which your answer was understood to be in the affirmative ; 

I perceive in the minutes these words are added, “if he think proper” ? — I said so 
at the time. 

856. Do you mean “ if the mayor thinks proper to reserve a sufficiency for the 
payment of the aforesaid securities ”? — No, I say they have a power, the Corpora- 
tion have, to rescind the funds if they judge proper. 

857. Provided a sufficiency be reserved for the payment of the aforesaid secu- 
rities? — Yes, those are the words of the Act. 

858. You read the 21st clause of the Act of 1790 on Friday, be so good as to 
refer to it now ?— I have it. 

859. To what tolls and customs does that clause refer ? — The towns customs 
and tolls ; the customary tolls and duties. 

860. It has no reference to ferry or bridge ? — I think not. 

861. In another answer on Friday, I think you stated the meaning of the 30th 
clause was, that the title of the lessee to take tolls on the ferry should cease after 
the erection of the Bridge, but not the title of the reversion? — Yes. 

862. Does that clause reserve the right to the reversioner? — I do not think it 
has taken it away. 

863. Does it reserve it ? — It does not say one word about it. 

864. Has any person but the lessee a right to levy tolls on the ferry? — No. 

865. And that Act takes away the right from the lessee ? — It takes the right to 
receive toll. 

866. Without granting him any remuneration?— It does. 

867. Read the clause again, and see if it takes away from the lessee the right to 
the tolls ? — Nothing in this Act shall affect the right of the lessee holding the ferry, 
to enjoy the toll thereof, until such Bridge shall be erected. 

868. Do you mean to say, after the Bridge has been erected, the lessee could 
still receive his tolls on the ferry ? — Certainly not ; the toll then ceases on the ferry. 

869. Do you mean to say there is any word in the clause under which it ceases? 
— There is no word in the clause taking it away ; the Act says the toll shall cease 
after the Bridge has been built ; at least that is the inference I draw. 

870. In that very clause, the 30th clause, you talk of a lease which you have 
from the Society, or which you had from the Society at the time that Act was passed ; 
had you a lease from the Society at the time that Act passed ? — I never saw any. 

871. Refer to the 30th clause? — I have it here ; and it says “ under the present 
subsisting lease.” 

872. Did the Corporation hold their ferry by lease or by grant, as it is mentioned 
in the foregoing clause? — I do not know, except as I have already stated. 

873. Read these words in the allegation of the petition, on which the 30th of 
George the 3d was founded? — “That the petitioners thereupon applied to the 
said Society for their aid in empowering them to erect such Bridge, and they were 
pleased to accept of a surrender of the said different leases for 61 years, and to 
grant a lease of said ferry in perpetuity to the petitioners, at the same rent of 20/.” 

874. What, is the report of that committee ? — “ Resolved, That it appears to 
this committee, that the petitioners have fully proved the allegation of their 
petition.” 

875. Referring to Paper (A.) delivered in this morning, by what right has the loss 
by ferry been included in your charges of disbursements on the Bridge ? — Because 
we held the ferry by grant from the Society, which was given up at the time the 
Bridge was built; at least our profit of it was lost to us; we had this ferry before 
without any trouble, and we conceived we had the right. 

876 It is not by any clause in any particular Act of Parliament you claim it 
then, is it?— It is not. 

' - 877. Then 
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877. Then that 650/. you conceive you had a right to place to your general 
funds, as if you were proprietors of the ferry ? — I think so ; I may be wrong. 

878. It appears 650 /. never has been charged to the ferry up to this moment ? 
— No. 

879. Now when the accounts are called for by Parliament, the charge of 650 l. 
for loss on the ferry is first made, is that so ? — It is the first time. 

880. The charge of 650/. does not appear on Mr. Curry's accounts, nor does it 
appear on any accounts which you yourself have kept up to this time ? — It 
does not. 

881. And now when a debtor and creditor’s account of the Bridge is called for 
by Parliament, you insert that 650/. for the first time ? — Yes. 

882. For the purpose of reducing your balance, is it? — For the purpose of claim- 
ing what we conceive right. 

883. In the accounts that were drawn up, were they not accounts for the Cor- 

poration’s own satisfaction, and not accounts between the Corporation and the 
■Public?— They were. ' 

884. You never were called on to draw any account between the Corporation 
and the Public before ? — Never. 

885. You keep regular accounts in the Corporation? — Yes. 

886. You never put down as a credit in the money paid over by the Bridge ac- 
counts ; you never took credit as part of your credit for the 650/. ? — No. 

887. Were you connected with the Corporation in 1814? — No. 

888. Was not the Act of 1814 prepared solely by the Corporation, without the 
interference of the public, or without any assistance from the public? — It' was, 

I believe. 

889. Was there any objection, so far as you can recollect, made to any of its 
provisions, or for enabling the Corporation to place the Bridge funds in the general 
funds? — No. 

890. You stated the Society raised the rents of all your premises at a particular 
period ? — Yes. 

891. Have the goodness to . inform the Committee whether the Corporation 
raised the- rent in proportion on their tenants ?— I do not think they did. 

892. Did they at all? — They had raised their property before that. 

803. They raised the rents ? — Yes. 

894. You stated to the Committee at some former period, when the Act of 
1790 was passed you paid altogether so much for rent? — Yes. 

895. What was that sum ? — £. 42. 

896. What was the rent paid by your tenants to you at the time you had this 
renewal from the Society ?— The rent really was 940/. including the quays. 

897. The question is, what was the rent really in 1 790, from your different 
properties ? — £. 940, about. 

898. Including the quays, but exclusive of the ferry?— Yes, exactly; the ferry 
is not included in that. 

899. What was the rent your properties yielded to you at the time the Society 
raised your rent? — In 1820? 

900. Yes? — About 1,800/. a year. 

goi. Then the Society increased your rent in 1820 to 600/. ? — Yes. 

902. And you put an additional rent on your tenants bf how much ? — I should 
suppose about 8 or 900 /, 

903. Was it in the same proportion ; was the rent increased in the same pro- 
portion ? — No; the Society’s rent was raised fifteen fold or sixteen fold, from 40/. 
to 600/. 

■ 904. Were there not properties included in that payment to the Society, over 
which they never had claimed any right before ? — There was. 

905. In point of fact, when that change took place, when the Society did so 
raise your rertt, you did not suffer a loss of income on the whole, because you had 
an opportunity and availed yourself of it, of raising your rent upon the tenants ? — 
Not in any proportion like the Society ; we did not raise the rent. 

. 906. Come to actual figures, and refer again to what the rent of your properties 
was previous to the Irish Society having so raised your rent; did you not pay the 
Society Goo/., but you took from your tenants 900/.? — I cannot say exactly what 
we took. 

907. By the transaction altogether then, you did not suffer a loss of income ?— ■ 
I think we did, 

557- « 9° 8 - How 
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908. How? — We lost one property entirely which we had held for 1 00 years, 
which they took from us. 

909. How do you conceive you lost income ; was there any clause in that lease 
binding you to an expenditure ? — There was. 

910° To what expenditure?— To an expenditure on the markets. 

91 1. What was the amount of that expenditure on the markets ?— About 3,000/. 
on the corn market and butter market. 

912. Was there no other market built but the corn market ?■ — A fish market and 
the potato market we built ; so that we had the interest of this money taken from 
our income ; we laid out that on their property and lessened our income. 

913. Can you tell me the amount of rent which was received for that portion 
of the property which never had been held under them before ; was it 300/. a year? 
— It was about 300/. 

914. When you laid out any money on the markets, did you not receive an in- 
creased toll from the markets ?— No, they had been set before that. 

915. Then you only take into consideration the amount for which they were set; 
you do not take into consideration the increased value of these markets, by laying 
out this money? — We had no increased value from them, the tenants may have had 
it ; we had none. 

916. Had the tenants of your markets long leases ? — Mr. Corbett the tenant of 
the corn and butter market had a lease during the time he held the office of weigh- 
in aster, which was for his life. 

917. And your Corporation expended a sum of money, and made the lease of 
the weighmaster much better than it had been before, and did not charge the 
weighmaster any additional sum for it, is that so? — No ; he held the situation of 
weighmaster, and we could not put him out. We built it for the accommodation of 
the public, and he paid an additional rent for it. 

918. In consequence of having laid out your money on improvement of these 
markets, did you receive from any of them an additional income ? — No, except a toll 
on butter, and an additional rent from Mr. Corbett. 

919.. Who was the lessee ? — The weighmaster, Mr. Corbett. 

920. The Irish Society increased your rent to Goo/., from what sum? — 
From 42/. 

921. And bound you at the same time to expend 3,000/. ? — Binding us to build 
the market which cost us that. 

922. Your rent really was 1,800/. when these alterations were made in the lease 
by the Irish Society, was it not? — Yes, about that. 

923. And you raised your rent upon your tenants by 900/. a year? — Yes. 

924. Making your income 2,700/.? — No, 1,800/. altogether. 

925. You seem to think the Corporation could have fulfilled all their engagements 
if the Irish Society had not raised their rent on them ? — No ; it would have enabled 
them to get on better. 

926. In 1790 your rent-roll was how much from your different properties ? — 
I think 940/. a year. 

927. Does that include the 300/. on the ferry ? — I do not think it does. 

928. What was the amount of rent you paid at that time to the Society? — 
£.22. exclusive of the ferry. 

929. At what period did the Society raise your rent?— In 1819 or 1820. 

930. What rent did you enjoy from your properties at that period ? — We were 
then to receive about 1,800/. a year. 

931. You were in the receipt of 1,800/. a year ? — Yes, gross. 

932. The Society then raised your rent, how much? — To 600/. from 42/. 

933. After the Society had so raised your rent, what additional' rise did you put 
on your tenants? — Nothing; we never had more than 1,800/.; that was our 
rept-roll. 

934. The difference between your rent-roll in 1790, when you undertook that 
obligation, and your present rent-roll, is 900/. in your favour? — I cannot say that, 
because the 600/. is to be taken from the 1,800/., leaving 1,200/. net. 

935 . Nine hundred pounds, subject to the deduction of 600/. which you pay for 
chief rent? — Yes. 

936. Your properties are therefore better now 300/. than they were in 179 0 * — 
Yes, but the Sheriff Mountain was formerly our own without rent, and now a rent 
is charged upon it, which rent is included in the gross sum of 600/. 

937. Although you have lost the Sheriff Mountain, your rent-roll amounts at this 

moment 
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moment to about 1,800 1.?— Yes, before the late sales, and there is the interest of 
the money for the markets put upon us. , 

q o 8 Did not the Society at the time they were granting that conceive they were 
giving or bound to give you a sufficiency to support the magistracy -—They did, 

1 Alexander Leckey a lease in perpetuity of the ferry?— Never to my 

knowledge, and if it is so on the note it is a mistake. 

Q40. In looking over the Corporation books, do you see any sum, or did you see 
anv sum paid to him for his interest in the ferry? — No. 

941. Is not the inference from that then, that he merely held it from year to 
year?— Yes, or on a determinable lease. 

^ 042. You did not raise your rent on your tenants in consequence of the Irish 
Society having raised your rents? — We raised them m contemplatton of the rise 

*9 4™Can yon'state whether Corbett who held the butter market, whether h = P”* 
yon any additional rent in consequence of the improvement you made in the butter 
market ?— There was a rise equal to the interest on 3,000/. 

Mr. William Haslctt, Examined. 

n/i 1 HAVE you made out any account yourself as to the state in which the debt 
on^theBridge should have been £ l8l 4 ?-I have; allow me to look at the account 
furnished by the Corporation to-day. M UD 

rata Do so?— I have made out an account from the building of the Bridge up 
to 9 l 8 l 4 ' assuming that the Corporation have a right to make the charge for build- 
ing that ’they liave°a right to interest at six per cent, on that charge that they have 
a right to the disbursements which they themselves have stated and 1 f 

_ n ® tbpr means of knowing, and that they have a right to 20 1 . a year, the re 
the w I have made it rat on the principle that any commercial mar . would 
make out a similar account, as I believe; and I find l ^on t e 31s ° ba i ance 
1814, there would be, if I am correct m this account (and I think 1 am) a baianc , 

^94“ t £? 'hands ofSpora’tion ?-Yes ; in this account l have not reckoned 
anv thing at all for charges for management ; I have no means of know tug it. 

0I7 IL Bridge would still owe that to the public, do you mean r-Suppose 
an Account kept on°tlie Bridge head alone, and assuming the receipts and expendi- 
ture which I have no doubt are correctly returned by the Corporation, then there 
“raid be a balance against the public, and in favour of the Corporation, of some- 

thl "f 8 lk That°is to say the Bridge would be that much in debt?— Yes. . 

It The Bridge debtor to the Corporation ?-Yes, the receipts are — the 

^pTo^You adow ^®g^J^ r ft|™^^^gy^ a g e ^g e ^ l g l JJ 1 p r op°iated U as t it ought"to 
& paid in round^numbers 14,500 I. of die 

debt borrowedt ^ ^ ^ haye mainta ined the Bridge?- And at the same time 

have- made the disbursements they have taken credit for. 

952. How much interest haye they charged ?— Six per cent. 



Mr. 

James Gregg. 
24 June, 

1833- 
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Debtor and Creditor -Account of the Bridge up to 31st December 1814, supposing 
the Money received for the Bridge to have been expended as directed by 3 Geo. III. 
c. 31, solely for Bridge purposes; stating the Disbursements, and allowing 6 per 
cent. Interest as in Corporation Account, but substituting for the imaginary Value of 
£.650 put upon the Ferry, the Bent actually paid for the Ferry, namely £. 20 per 
Annum. 



1790 . 
Dec.31 J 



Costs of Erection 



1791 : Interest 
Rent 

Disbursements 
Deduct Income 



1792: Interest 

Rent and Disburse- "1 1 
ments - -J | 

Deduct Income 



1793: Interest - 

Rent and Charges 

Deduct Income 



1794: Interest - 

Rent and Charges - 

Deduct Income 



1795: Interest - 

Rent and Charges - 

Deduct Income 



1796 : Interest - 

Rent and Charges - 

Deduct Income 



1 797 : Interest 

Rent and Charges ■ 

Deduct Inoome 



1 798 : Interest 

Rent and Charges ■ 

Deduct Income 



1799: Interest 

Rent and Charges ■ 

Deduct Income 
Carried up - • 



£. 


, 


d. 




16,594 


_ 


_ 


Brought up - - - 








1800: Interest 


995 


12 


9 


Rent and Charges - 


20 








51 


- 


- 


Deduct Income 


17,660 


12 


9 




1,530 


- 


- 


1801: Interest 


16,130 






12 


9 


Rent and Charges - 


967 


16 


4 


Deduct Income 


195 


- 


- 




i7, 2 93 


9 


1 




1,470 


” 




1802: Interest 


15,823 


9 


1 


Rent and Charges - 


949 


8 


- 


Deduct Income 


57° 


— 






17,34 2 


17 


1 




1,500 


- 


- 


1 803 : Interest 








15,842 17 


1 


Rent and Charges - 


950 


11 


- 




574 


- 


- 


Deduct Income 


17,367 


~8~ 


1 




1.305 


- 


- 




16,062 


8 


1 


1804: Interest 






Rent and Charges - 


963 14 


- 




397 


- 


- 


Deduct Income 


1 7,423 


2 


1 




1,400 


-■ 


- 




16,023 


2 


1 


1805: Interest - 


961 


7 


- 


Rent and Charges - 


191 




- 


Deduct Income 


17.175 


9 


1 


1.415 


- 


- 




15,760 


9 


1 


1806: Interest - 


945 


12 


- 


Rent and Charges - 


257 


— 


— 


16,963 


1 


1 


Deduct Income 


1,476 


- 


- 




15,487 


1 


1 




929 

520 


4 


- 


1807: Interest - 

Rent and Charges - 


16,936 

1,500 


5 


1 


Deduct Income 


15,436 


5 


1 




926 


3 


w 


1 808 : Interest - 


395 


- 


- 


Rent and Charges - 


16,757 


8 


1 


1,590 


- 


- 


Deduct Income 


15,167 


8 


1 


Carried forward - 



£. 


s. 


d. 


15,167 


8 


1 , 


910 




_ 


523 


- 


- 


16,600 


8 


1 


1,569 


- 




15,031 


8 


1 


901 


18 


_ 


402 


- 


- 


16,335 


6 


1 


2,270 


- 


- 


14,065 


6 


1 


643 


18 


_ 


670 


- 


- 


16,579 


4 


1 


2,505 


~ 


- 


13,074 


4 


1 


784 


9 


_ 


2,820 




- 


16,678 13 


1 


2,700 


- 


- 


13,87 s 


13- 


i 


838 14 




2,885 


- 


- 


17,702 


7 


1 


2,635 




- 


15,067 


7 


1 


904 


- 


- 


3,3H 


- 


- 


19,282 


7 


1 


2,865 






16,417 


7 


1 


9*5 


- 


- 


407 


- 


- 


17,809 


7 


1 


2,900 


- 


“ 


14,909 


7 


1 


*94 


11 


- 


342 


— 


- 


16,145 


18 


1 


2,915 


- 


- 


13,230 


18 


1 


793 


17 


- 


1,871 




— 


15,895 


15 


1 


3,020 




“ 



12,875 15 1 
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Brought forward - 

1809: Interest - 

Bent and Charges - 


£. s. d. 
12,875 15 1 

772 11 - 
745 - - 


Brought up - — 

1812: Interest - 

Rent and Charges - 


£. 

6,415 

384 

850 


5. 

4 

18 


d. 

1 


Deduct Income 


14.393 6 1 


Deduct Income 


7,650 

3.525 


2 


1 




11,188 6 1 




4.125 


2 


1 


1810: Interest - 

Rent and Charges - 


671 6 - 
664 - - 


1813: Interest - 

Rent and Charges - 


247 

1,070 


10 


- 


Deduct Income 


12,523 12 1 
3.530 - - 


Deduct Income 


: 5,442 
1 3,580 


12 


1 




8,993 12 1 




1,862 


12 


1 


1811: Interest - 

Rent and Charges - 


539 ’2 " 
337 - ~ 


"l Interest - 
Dec. 31. J 


iu 


15 


- 


Deduct Income 


9,870 4 1 
3.455 - - 


Irish Currency — £. 


!»974 


7 


* 


Carried up 


6,415 4 1 




1 



Showing that £.14,619. 12. 11. should have been paid 31 December 1814. 



Mr. 

William Haslett. 



24 June, 
1833- 



London, . "1 
24 June 1833.J 



William Haslett. 



953 - By the account now given in, in 1813, the Corporation appear to be in debt 
1,974/.? — The public are in debt to the Corporation, supposing a strict account 
taken on that principle. 

954. How much do they make the public in debt in their accounts at that date? 
— £.31,489. 19J.; consequently, if I am right in the view which I take, their 
account is at that. date, 29,515/. more than it ought to be. 

955. Have you made out an account to show what the. state of the Bridge debt 
would be at this moment, supposing, in 1815, no part of the money which had been 
paid for the erection of the Bridge had been liquidated, and the Act of 1814 had 
been acted on to the letter?— I have; the last day I was up for examination, I was 
pressed very much to say that the Act of 1814 was one exceedingly prejudicial to 
the Corporation ; I stated then that 1 thought it was an Act advantageous to the 
Corporation, and I have proved it to my own satisfaction by an account which I will 
now state. I have assumed that, instead of the balance (1,974/.) in the account 
I have just handed in, the entire cost of erection had stood as a charge against the 
Bridge, at the time that the Bridge was carried away, and that the Act of 1814 was 
passed, namely, 1 6,594 /. I have charged every outlay that appears upon the face 
of the Corporation accounts since that period. I have given credit, not for six per 
cent, interest, but for live per cent. only. I have assumed that they had, in pursuance 
to that Act of Parliament, funded for 1 8 years 1,000 /. a year ; I have assumed that 
during that time they had paid the Government 750/. a year. 

956. For what period?— For 17 years. I have given them credit for the 20/. 
rent that appears charged against it'; and it appears to me that they could have 
fulfilled all the provisions of the Act of Parliament ; that they could have paid off 
the original cost of the Bridge, as it then stood against it, and that there would have 
been a surplus in their hands, of 7 /. 7 s. 4 d. 

957. At this period ? — At this moment; then, in addition to that they would 
have stood discharged from every instalment due to the Crown, but three ; and they 
would have had a sum funded, which I cannot correctly estimate; 1 8 years of 1 ,000/., 
I think, at four per cent., it would amount to at least 23,000/. The difference 
between the accounts as I have stated them, and those stated by the Corporation, 
is 630 /. a year, Irish currency, which would amount, with accumulating interest, to 
something like 100,000/. Irish. 

958. That is the new found item ? — Yes ; the item we do not think they have a 
right to ; consequently instead of the public being indebted to the Bridge 18,066/. 
it would appear that they had received a surplus of about 80,000/. 

959. Put in the last account ?— [ 7 / was handed *».] 

557 - 13 
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Mr. 

William, Haslctt. ^ ACCOUNT of the Bridge of Derry, showing the effect which would have been produced 

by the Act of 1814, had the Corporation acted up to its Provisions; this Account supposes 

24 June, t ^ e ent [ re cost of erecting the Bridge to stand against it as cash, 31 December 1814, gives credit 

to the Corporation for the Disbursements according to their own Return, and for 5 per cent. 
Interest, and £.20, Irish, Rent; and supposes them, as required by the Act, to have funded 
£.1,000, Irish, per Annum, since 1816 (January), and to have paid the Treasury, since 1817, 
£. 750 per Annum, Instalments upon £. 15,000 lent them, payable in 20 Years, free of Interest. 



Original Cost of L. Derry Bridge 
as charged - 


£. s. d. 

16,594 - “ 


Brought up - - 


£■ s. d. 

14,150 5 - 


Government Loan £. 15,000 
Expenditure - - 14>774 




1821 : Interest ... 


707 10 - 


226 

Income - - 1,75° 


1,976 - - 


7th Funding - 

6th Government Payment 


1 ,000 - - 
750 - - 






17,268 2 - 
4,155 - - 


1815, Dec. 31 : 1 Year’s Interest 
Rent and Expenditure - 
1st Funding - 


14,618 - - 


Deduct Receipts - 


4,156 12 - 
1 ,000 - - 




i3,H3 2 - 


Deduct Receipts - 


20,505 10 - 
4,200 - - 


1822: Interest - 

Rent, &c. - 


655 13 - 
854 8 - 




16,305 10 - 


7th Government Payment 


750 - - 


1816: Interest - 

Rent, &c. - 


815 5 ~ 

516 - - 


Deduct Receipts - 


16,373 3 - 
4,335 - - 


1st Government Payment 


750 - - 




12,038 3 - 


Deduct Receipts - 


19,386 15 - 
4,000 - - 


1823: Interest 


601 18 - 


1817: Interest 

Rent, &c. - 

3d Funding - 
2d Government Payment 


15.386 15 - 

769 7 - 
683 6 - 
1,000 - - 


9th Funding - 

8th Government Payment 


1,000 - - 
750 - - 


Deduct Receipts - 


15,082 13 - 
4,140 - - 


750 - - 




10,942 13 - 
547 2 - 


Deduct Receipts - 


18,589 8 - 
3.920 - - 


1824: Interest - 


1818 ; Interest ... 


14,669 8 - 


Rent, &c. - 

10th Funding 

9th Government Payment 


750 - - 


Rent, &c. - 

4th Funding - 
3d Government Payment 


1.560 3 - 
1 ,000 - - 
750 - - 


Deduct Receipts - 


14,274 15 - 
4J50 - - 




10,124 15 - 
506 4 - 


Deduct Receipts - 


18,713 - - 
4.050 - - 


1825: Interest - 


1819: Interest - 

Rent, &c. ... 

5th Funding - 

4th Government Payment 


14,663 - - ! 


Rent, &c. - 

ll th Funding 
10th Government Payment 


1,147 1 - 
1,000 - - 
750 - “ 


1,520 - - 
1,000 - - 
750 - - 


Deduct Receipts - 


13,528 - " 
4,155 ~ - 




9,373 - - 




18,666 3 - 




Deduct Receipts - 


4,360 - - 




8,652 - - 




14,306 3 - 


British Money 


1.820:. Interest 

Rent, &c. - 

Gth Funding - 
5th Government Payment 


715 6 - 
1.433 16 - 
1,000 - - 
750 - - 


1826 : Interest - 

Rent, &c. - 

12 th Funding 
1 1 th Government Paymen 


432 12 " 
882 13 " 
923 1. 8 
t 692 6 3 


Deduct Receipts - 


18,205 5 - 
4,055 - - 


Deduct Receipts - 


11,582 12 11 
3,800 - - 


Carried up - - - 


| H.’SO 5 - 


Carried forward - - 


7,782 12 ‘M 
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Brought forward - - 


7,782 12 11 


Brought up - - - 


4.331 5 8 


1827 : Interest - 

Rent, &c. 

13th Funding 
1 2th Government Payment 


389 2 - 
869 4 - 
923 t 8 
692 6 3 


1830: Interest - 

Rent, &c. - 

16th Funding 
15th Government Payment 


216 11 - 
537 - “ 
923 1 8 
692 C 3 


Deduct Receipts - 


10,656 6 10 
3,800 - - 


Deduct Receipts - 


6,700 4 7 

3,850 - - 




6,856 6 10 




2,850 4 7 


1828: Interest ■ • 

Rent, &c. 

14th Funding 
1 3th Government Payment 


342 16 - 
821 7 - 
923 1 8 

692 G 3 


1831 : Interest - 

Rent, &c. - 

17th Funding 
16th Government Payment 


142 10 - 
49i 8 - 
923 1 8 
692 6 3 


Deduct Receipts - 


9> 0 35 17 9 1 
3,850 - - 


Deduct Receipts - 


5,099 10 6 
3,800 - - 




5.785 17 9 




1,299 10 6 


1829 : Interest - 

Rent, 6cc. 

15th Funding 

14th Government Paymen 


289 5 - 
59° J 5 - 

923 1 8 
t 692 6 3 


1R32: Interest - 

Rent, &c. - 

18th Funding 
17th Government Paymen 


64 19 - 

9°i 1 “ 
923 1 8 
t 692 6 3 


Deduct Receipts - 


8,281 5 8 

3.950 - - 


Deduct Receipts - 


3,880 18 5 
3,888 5 9 


Carried up 


4.331 5 8 


Balance in favour"! _ 
of the Public -J 


7 7 4 



Mr. 

William Haslett. 



T, “ sAc 

-o I.. £ cn; • til 



London, "1 
1833- I 



W m Haslett. 



24 June 



24 June, 
i833- 



to theexpenunure us. v.— — 1 

Thus, from the passing of this Act, might to original ivit invest 

rebuilding, in 1814 and 1815, when cnrrie y j with the exception of three instal- 

at 5 per cent, have been, at the 3 < “S’ ut“ per cent" have amounted to 

ments to Government, £. 2,250, white the mon _y Uie entire £. 30,000 would have 

£. 23,633 British ; and, if the would have been 
been funded; and from the interest of y . and thig Account supposes no part of the 

“iihTcVs»Xetetnpm ; dWi»usto .815, though b, the Account previously handed in it 
appears that f. 1 4,600 might have been paid. 



9 6o. What is the first date of funding in that last account? -The first date of 
f0D gt S What fslffi ITS of repayment to Government ?-The .St of January 

issue, may be easilv estimated. fnrriier information? — I cannot in the least 

tl r S lt genflemln 
Can 9 G4 nly m« yea*?-«8ot y i804, xr 5 . m I Wi.™ *e charges would have been 

6,000 1. on the Bridge ? I do. . _ n ,i rpa( i a resolution there is 

the city of Londonderry : Resolved, That it is the opimo „ Consequently, 

the same Supply^ a sum not ex«e(hng^ ^ y ’ duties wou ld have ceased in 

if this resolution had been acted up to, the tonnage 

t8n. 



1 4 
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Martis, 9 ° die Julii, 1833 . 



CAPTAIN THEOBALD JONES, 

IN THE CHAIR. 



Mr. John Ebenezer Davies, called in ; and Examined, 

Mr. 967. YOU are secretary to the Irish Society ? — Yes. 

John E. Davies. g68. Are you able to state whether the Corporation of Derry have a lease of the 
~ ferries at this moment? — Certainly not, to' the best of my knowledge and belief 

9 l8 g^’ from the Irish Society. 

969. The book which you hold is a record of the proceedings of the Irish Society 1 
— -Yes, from the year 1784 to the year 1797. 

970.. Be so good as to turn to the year 1789, and state to the Committee the sub- 
stance of a memorial presented from the corporation of Londonderry in the year 
1789, upon the subject of the Derry Bridge ? — 



" At a Court li olden on Wednesday the 15th of July 1789, a Report of the Com- 
mittee, dated the lith of July, was read, upon a memorial of the Committee of the 
Common Council of the city of Londonderry, relative to a design for erecting a 
wooden bridge where the ferry is established, across the river Lough Foyle, was also 
presented and read, as follows : — 

To the Honourable the Society, &c. 

“ W e, your Committee of accounts and correspondents, whose names are hereunto sub- 
scribed, do hereby report, that in obedience to your order of the 11th of June last, we 
have taken into consideration the memorial of the Committee of Common Council of 
the city of Londonderry, relative to a design for erecting a wooden Bridge where the 
ferry is now established, with an estimate of the expense thereof, amounting 0 to £.10,000, 
and stating, that after various essays to procure information of the probable expense a 
stone Bridge would amount to, discovered, that with even an aid from Parliament, 
their abilities fell short of their views, insomuch as to abandon any further attempt; 
but from the fullest conviction of the general utility of such a Bridge, the said Com- 
mon Council are determined to effect a wooden one, and for this purpose have sent to 
Boston, in America, for two designers, for which purpose they request the concurrence of the 
Society ; but as the Corporation must borrow the money, they cannot finally conclude this 
matter till the Society enables them, by a lease renewable for ever of the toll, and in this 
request they fear not the Society’s acquiescence ; but being desirous to despatch the under- 
takers to America for immediately procuring the materials, entreat the Society to dispose 
of this request as soon as the forms will permit; and we find that in a letter to the Governor 
from Mr. Alderman John Hart, one of the aldermen of the said city, and a member of the 
Bridge Committee, dated Derry, 19th of May last, on the subject matter of such intended 
wooden Bridge, and the free unconditional grant of the ferry, the said Committee have 
ventured, rather than that the American architect should be detained any longer, to enter 
into an agreement with Messrs. Cox and Thompson, of Boston aforesaid, for part of the 
materials. That the Society’s compliance with their memorial is all that is desired at pre- 
sent, as without this their contracts with the undertakers of the Bridge must cease ; nor can 
they apply to Parliament for an Act to vest the toll arising from it in the Corporation, 
which will be the principal security they can offer to the public for the money they shall 
have occasion to borrow for carrying on the work ; and we further find, that a lease of* the 
said ferry has been granted to the said Corporation for a term of years, at a rent of £.20 
per annum, of which term there is about 30 years yet to come and unexpired. We arc 
therefore of opinion, that this Society, being merely Trustees for the twelve companies of 
the city of London, cannot, consistently with their duty, venture to recommend the absolute 
relinquishment of the present benefits arising from their right to the toll of the ferry over 
the river Lough Foyle; but that in order to give the Corporation of Londonderry an un- 
queshonable proof of the inclination of the Society to promote and encourage, to the utmost 
of their power, the increasing trade and population of the said city, they are willing to 
forego all future expectant advantages which would probably arise to them on the expi- 
tation of the present lease of the ferry, by granting a lease thereof in perpetuity to the said 
Corporation at the present reserved rent, such rent to be also secured on the tolls to be 
collected on the said Bridge when erected ; and such lease in perpetuity to cease and deter- 
mine in case the said Bridge should not hereafter be kept in good and sufficient repair by 
CmtH ” ^ or P or ation : all which we nevertheless submit to the Judgment of this honourable 

971. Will 
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Will you now read the determination of the Court upon it ?- 



“ To the Honourable the Governor and Assistants 
in Ulster within the Realm of Ireland. 



. Will VOU now reau uie uacimumuuii -- , , . - . 

J /-» i j rr, . . i John L. Davies. 

“ Resolved, to agree with the Committee on the said Report. Ordered, Lhat the , 

Secretary do transmit a copy of the said Report to Samuel Montgomery, Esquire, July, 

Chamberlain of Londonderry, with the desire of this Court to communicate the same , 8 33 . 

to the said Bridge Committee.” 

Then there is also, afterwards, an address from the Mayor and Corporation of 
Derry, in answer to this communication, which is in general terms, thanking them lor 
having communicated the Report. 

972. Have you the original memorial from the Corporation of Derry to the Irish 
Society? — I have. 

973. Be so good as to read it ? — 

i London, of the new Plantation 

« We the Committee appointed by a Common Council to apply to your honors relative 
to a design formed by the Common Council for erecting a wooden Bridge where the ferry 
is now established, have the honour now of laying before you an estimate of the 
expense which would accrue on the erection, and also assign our reasons for the adop- 
tion of wood in preference to stone. After various essays to procure the best information 
of the probable expense a stone Bridge on the simplest and cheapest construction would 
amount to, we discovered, with great concern, that with even an aid from 1 arhament 
% hich on such occasions is afforded, our abilities fall short ot our .tews, insomuch that 
we have been obliged to abandon any further attempt, although in the pursuit have 
none to a very heavy expense in procuring sections and estimates ; but hom the fullest con 
fiction of the general utility which a Brfdge must produce, not only to your city of Derry, 
but to the county at large, in which your respective Corporations are materially interested, 
the Common Council fetermine to o'ffeot « wooden Bridge and for this purpose sent to 
Boston in America, for two designers, who have not only designed but executed 111 the 
neighbourhood of that city, some Bridges of wood over waters as deep, as rapid and of greater 
breadth than that where our ferry is. Tile report they make of the state of our nvei lor the 
execution of socli a work, and the visible consistency of the plan, and the expense of erection 
S' lo narrowed, comparatively to that of a stone bridge, together with the duty the Cor- 
poration owes to the community at large, have rndoced the adoption of this plan, and to 
which They “quest your conculrence ; but as the Corporation must borrow the money for 
the good purposes of the erection, they cannot finally conclude the matter until your honors 
enabTe them by giving them a lease, renewable for ever, of the right to erect a bridge, and 
appmpriatingSe^ll i their own use, subjectnevertheless to ™-«^on of 
aid your successors whenever they cease to keep a Bridge over t he > river ^at ™ “ 

TT.iVilir ime in lieu and instead of the conveyance across the nvei by boats , and in tins respect 
thev fear n’ot your honors’ acquiescence, having experienced in former applications!™ this pur- 
ring? wnir being every way disposed to aid tile public in an object which must prove so 
generally advantageous. B at bling desirous to despatch to America the undertakers for the 

Lsquhe, I member of our Common Council, and one of this Committee. We have the honour 
to be, with great respect, &c.” , c i 

It. is dated the 2 7 th of March 1789. Coiincil Chamber, Derry. Samuel 
Montgomery, Chamberlain. 

974. Will you now turn to the letter of thanks of the Corporation of Derry ? 

W, the Mayor, Aldermen, Sheriffs and Burgesses of the city of Londonderry, in Com- 
mon Council assembled, having been honoured by the receipt off the Report of the Committee 

Tth. honoumble Irish Society, agreed and confirmed by the Court, on the memorial of the 
Committee of the Common Council of this city appointed to conduct the erection of « Bridge 
over the river Foyle, take this opportunity of returning your honors our most grateful acknow- 
Euieu for this fresh instance of your attention and generosity to this city, in granting 
Staler to out memorial, and thereby, enabling us to conduct a work winch will be so 
highly beneficial to this city and county. 

°It is dated the 6th of August 1789. 

07 q Did the Corporation of Derry at any subsequent period give in to the Irish 
Society an account of the expenditure and the receipts ot tolls upon the Bridge ?— 

Yes, there were some statements handed in. ^ Jn 
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Mr> 976. In that account which was given in &t that period, does any charge appear 

John'E. Davies, for loss upon the ferry? — Certainly not ; this is an account of the receipts and 
expenditure of the Bridge from 1792 till 1812, with the interest account. 

9. July, 977. Does there appear upon the face of the account an item for loss upon the 

l833 ‘ ferry ? — The first item in 1790 is the expense of 16,594/. for building the Bridge. 

978. What is the other document you have before you ? — This is an account of 
the repairs and expenditure, and the annual rent of the Bridge between 1790 
and 1813. 

979. In that account, does there appear any charge for loss upon the ferry ?— . 
Certainly not; the first charge is 51 1 . 10 s. for repairs. 

980. In the first account you have handed in, is there not a calculation of interest 
which had become due on both sides? — There is. 

981. In that account which you have in your hand, interest appears to have been 
charged on both sides of the account? — -Up to the end of 1811 ; it is from 1790 
to 1811. 

982. Is the account balanced in such a way as to enable you to state what was 
the amount of debt upon the Bridge at that period ? — There is the amount of the 
receipts, and the amount of the expenditure. 

983. Have the goodness to deliver in a copy of that account? — {The Witness 
delivered in the same, which is as follows :] 



The Interest Account of the Bridge with the Corporation of Derry. 



RECEIPTS 

BRIDGE. 



INTEREST. 



EXPENDITURE 

of 

BRIDGE. 


Years. 


AMOUNT 

of 

INTEREST. 


1790 • 


£. 

16,594 


23 


£. s. d. 
2-2,908 - - 
67 2 - 


1791 * 


51 


22 


1792 - 


175 


21 


220 10 - 


1793 - 


550 


20 


660 - - 


1794 - 


544 


19 


628 8 - 


1795 - 


377 


18 


406 16 - 


1796 - 


171 


17 


174 5 - 


17 S 7 - 


237 


16 


227 9 4 


1,98 . 


500 


15 


450 - - 


17 99 - 


375 


14 


315 10 - 


1 800 - 


503 


13 


392 4 6 


1801 - 


382 


12 


275 - - 


1802 - 


650 


11 




1803 - 


2,800 


10 


1,680 - - 


1804 - 


2,865 


9 


1,547 2 - 


1805 - 


3,291 


8 


1,579 13 4 


1806 - 


387 


7 


162 10 4 


1807 - 


322 


6 


115 18 - 


1808 - 


1,851 




555 5 10 


1809 - 


725 


4 


174 - - 


1810 - 


644 


3 


115 18 3 


1811 - 


317 


2 


38 - 8 


1812 - 


830 


1 


49 18 - 






£. 


33,172 11 3 



1792 - 

1793 ' 

1794 - 

1795 - 

1796 - 

1797 - 

1798 - 
*799 - 

1800 - 

1801 - 

1802 - 

1803 - 

1804 - 

1805 - 

1806 - 

1807 - 

1808 - 

1809 - 

1810 - 

1811 - 

1812 - 



£. 

1.530 
1,470 
1,500 

1,305 

1,400 
1,415 
1,476 
1,500 
1,590 
1 ,569 

2,270 

2,505 

2,700 

2,635 

2,865 

2,900 

2,915 

3,020 

3,205 

3.530 
3,455 



£. 

1,927 
1,724 

1,710 
1,409 
1,428 
1,358 
1,328 
1,260 
1,240 4 
1,129 i° 

1,498 
1,503 

1,458 - - 
1,264 16 - 
1,203 6 - 
1,044 - - 
874 10 - 
724 4 - 
576 18 - 
422 12 — 
207 6 - 



s. d. 

16 - 



8 



5 16 3 



4 - 



25,292 

7,880 



o 3 



Balance of Interest due to"l 
the Corporation - -J 



984. Have the Corporation any lease at present? — No, they have not; the lease 
expired in 1819 or 1820. 

985* Then they now hold under that conditional agreement ? — They do. 



APPENDIX 
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APPENDIX. 



Appendix. N 



Appendix, No. i. 



Tonnage Duties in Account with the Corporation. 




Carried up 
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Appendix, Nq. 1. 









£. s. 


d. 


Brought 


over - 


- 


832 4 


- 


1807: Interest 




- 


49 19 


~ 








882 3 


_ 


Dues - £.314 - 


- 






Collecting - 


3* 8 


- 


282 12 


















599 11 


- 


1808: Interest 


- - 




36 - 


- 


Dues - - 


3>4 - 


_ 


635 11 


" 


Collecting - 


31 8 


- 


282 12 


















352 19 


- 


1 8og : Interest 


- 


- 


21 3 


- 


Dues - - 


346 - 


_ 


374 2 


- 


Collecting - 


24 12 


- 


221 8 


















152 14 


- 


1810: Interest 


- 


-■ 


9 3 


- 


Dues - - 


454 - 


_ 


161 17 


- 


Collecting - 


45 8 


“ 


408 12 










“ 


Credit of Public 


- 


246 15 


- 


Expenditure 


n Quays 


- 


7,777 - 


- 


Against the Public 


- 


7,530 5 


- 


1811 : Dues - - 


391 - 


_ 






Collecting - 


39 2 


- 


35i 18 










“ 








7,178 7 


- 


1812 : Interest 


- 


■ 


430 14 


- 


Dues - - 


397 - 




7,609 1 


- 


Collecting - 


39 14 


- 


357 6 










“ 








7,25» 15 


- 


1813: Interest 






435 2 


- 


Dues - - 


347 - 


_ 


7,686 17 


- 


Collecting - 


34 14 


- 














“ 








7,374 U 


- 


1814: Interest 


- 


- 


442 9 


- 


Dues - - 


286 - 




7.81 1 - 


- 


Collecting . 


28 12 


- 


257 8 












Carried up 


- " 


£. 


7,559 J2 


- 









£. s. 


d. 


Brought up . 


’ - - 


7,559 12 




1815: Interest 


- 




453 11 


- 








8,013 3 


T" 


Dues 


£•393 


- - 






Collecting 


- 39 


6 - 








— 




■ 353 14 


- 
















7,659 9 


- 


1816: Interest 


- 


- - 


459 11 


- 








8,110 - - 


Dues - 


- 390 


- - 






Collecting . 


■ 39 


- - 





















7,768 - 


- 


1817: Interest 


- 




466 1 


- 








8,234 1 


_ 


Dues - - 


■ 408 


- - 






Collecting ■ 


• 40 


16 - 








— 




367 4 


- 








7,866 17 




1818 : Interest 






472 - 


- 








8,338 17 


_ 


Dues - - 


497 


- - j 






Collecting - 


49 


14 ^ i 












447 6 


- 








7,891 n 




1819: Interest 




■ - 


473 10 


- 








8,365 1 


_ 


, Dues - - 


464 


- - 






Collecting 


46 


8 - 








— 




417 12 


- 








7,947 9 


T 


1820: Interest 




- 


47 6 17 


- 








8,424 6 


_ 


Dues - - 


354 


- - 






Collecting - 


35 


8 - 












318 12 


- 








8,105 14 




1821 : Interest 




- 


486 6 


- 








8,592 - 


_ 


Dues - . 


387 


- - 






Collecting - 


38 14 








— 




348 6 


- 








8,243 14 




1822 1 Interest 


- - 


- 


494 12 


- 








8,738 6 


T 


Dues - - 


400 


- - 






Collecting - 


40 


_ 








— 




360 - 


- 


Carried over - 


- £. 


8,378 6 


- 
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! 


£. 


s. 


< 1 . 








£. 


s. 


d. 


Brought over 


8,378 


6 


7 


Brought up 


- - 


8,741 


15 


4 


1823: Interest, 6 per cent. 


502 


14 




1828: Interest 


~ - 




437 


1 


9 


Dues - - 


£.388 - - 


8,881 


- 


- 


Dues - ■ 




_ 


9,178 


17 


1 


Collecting 


38 16 - 


349 






Collecting - 


54 


2 - 


486 




























8,531 


16 


- 








8,691 


19 


1 


1824: Interest, at 


5 per cent. - 


426 


i> 


9 


1829: Interest 


- - 


- 


434 


12 


- 


Dues - ■ 




8,958 


7 


9 


Dues - • 


■ 504 


_ _ 


9,126 


11 


1 


Collecting ■ 


■ 45 - - 


| 405 






Collecting ■ 


- 50 


8 - 


453 




























8,553 


7 


9 








8,672 


19 


■ 


1825: Interest 




427 


13 


4 


1830: Interest 


- ' 




433 


13 


- 






8,981 


1 


1 


Dues 


- 609 


_ _ 


9 >i °6 


12 


1 


Collecting 


32 10 - 








Collecting 


Go 














v 






















8,688 


11 


1 








8,558 


10 


1 


1826: Interest 




434 


8 


6 


1831 : Interest 






427 


18 


6 




- 468 - - 

- 46 16 - 


9,122 


19 


7 


Dues 


- 598 


_ _ 


8,986 


8 


7 


Collecting 








Collecting 


- 59 


16 - 
















* 




















8,701 


15 


7 








8,448 


4 


7 


1827: Interest 




435 


. 


9 


1832: Interest 




- 


422 


8 


3 






| 9 ,i 3 <> 17 


4 


Dues - 


- C31 


_ _ 


8,870 


12 


10 


Collecting 


- 43 18 - 








Collecting 


- 63 


2 - 






























Carried up - - 


8,741 


15 


4 


j Balance in favour | 

of Corporation J 


Irish 


8,302 


14 


10 














British 


' - 


7,664 


1 


5 



Appendix, No. 2. 



Iu the ACCOUNT of Tonnage Duties furnished by the Coiipoiiation, they charge against those 
Duties the entire Expenditure upon the Quays, but do not credit either the Quayage received 
for those Quays, the Money for which those Quays sold, or the Money paid over by the Ballast 
Office to the Corporation for the enlarging of those Quays. In the following Account, the 
Quayage is taken at £. 500 Irish per annum, and two-fifths, namely, £.200 Irish annually, charged 
to the Quays; the £.5,000 for which the Quays sold, and the £.1,924 received from the Ballast 
Office, are also brought to account. In the mode of charging Interest, and in deducting 10 per 
cent for Collection, the principle adopted by the Corporation is followed, though not admitted. 





£. s. d. 


1790 ; Tonnage Dues, Net 


124 4 - 


Quayage - 


200 




324 4 - 


1791 ' 1 Year’s Interest, at 6 p’ ct. 


19 9 “ 


Tonnage Dues 


183 12 - 


Quayage - 


200 




727 5 - 


1792: Interest - 


43 1 ® 8 


Tonnage Dues 


226 16 - 


Quayage - 




Carried up - - 


i,i 97 13 8 





£. s. d. 


Brought up - - 


1,197 13 8 


Interest - 


71 17 2 


Tonnage Dues 


183 12 - 


Quayage - 


200 - - 




1,653 2 10 


Interest - 


99 3 9 


Tonnage Dues 


189 - - 


Quayage - - - 


200 - - 


Deduct, Expenditure on\ 


2,141 C 7 
1,216 — — 


the Quays - -J 




Carried over - - 


925 6 7 



557* 



K 3 
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